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Fueled by the demand for increased student achievement in schools among many
metropolitan cities, an emerging trend in school governance models has gained the
attention of mayors, governors, house and senate representatives who have a vested
interest in the results of local schools. This trend—a move away from the structure of
local school board control of schools toward mayoral control of schools—has been a
response many cities sought to implement in the wake of stagnating student achievement.
To aid other cities in the decision to change, the goal ofthis quantitative study was to
investigate if changing the structure of school governance from local school board control
to mayoral control would result in a positive or negative influence on student
achievement by analyzing student achievement data. Four mid- and large-city school
districts were chosen to conduct this ex postfacto study using existing data from national
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datasets, state department of education, school district, and local school web sites for the
2010-2011 academic school year. This study yielded the following results in reading
achievement, (t = -1.813, df= 85, p > 0.05); math achievement, (t = -1.900, df= 84.9 or
rounded to 85, p > 0.05), along with Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status (t = -.904,
df = 85, p > 0.05). Thus, the primary finding of this study determined a statistically
significant difference was not found in student achievement among elementary schools
governed by local school board control than elementary schools governed by mayoral
control. The researcher made recommendations for improvements in administrative
practice and policy as well as recommendations for future research.
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What is a nation to do to ensure students achieve academically? Improving and
sustaining improved student achievement in urban schools has been a challenging task for
our nation. Roughly three decades ago, a report was published by the National
Commission on Excellence in Education outlining a course of action to remedy 13
indicators ofrisks for failed student academic achievement. A review ofA Nation at
Risk, the report many point to as a thorn in the flesh ofAmerican education, reveals the
indicators denoting the "risk" and need for improvement. The indicators "documented in
testimony received by the Commission" (National Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983) were:
• International comparisons of student achievement, completed a decade ago,
reveal that on 19 academic tests American students were never first or second
and, in comparison with other industrialized nations, were last seven times.
• Some 23 million American adults are functionally illiterate by the simplest tests
of everyday reading, writing, and comprehension.
• About 13% of all 17-year-olds in the United States can be considered
functionally illiterate. Functional illiteracy among minority youth runs as high
as 40%.
• Average achievement of high school students on most standardized tests is now
lower than 26 years ago when Sputnik was launched.
• Over half the population of gifted students do not match their tested ability with
comparable achievement in school.
• The College Board's Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT) demonstrates a virtually
unbroken decline from 1963 to 1980. Average verbal scores fell over 50 points
and average mathematics scores dropped nearly 40 points.
• College Board achievement tests also reveal consistent decline in recent years
in such subjects as physics and English.
• Both the number and proportion of students demonstrating superior
achievement on the SATs (i.e., those with scores of 650 or higher) have
dramatically declined.
• Many 17-year-olds do not possess the "higher order" intellectual skills we
should expect of them. Nearly 40% cannot draw inferences from written
material; only one-fifth can write a persuasive essay; and only one-third can
solve a mathematical problem requiring several steps.
• There was a steady decline in science achievement scores of U.S. 17-year-olds
as measured by national assessments of science in 1969,1973, and 1977.
• Between 1975 and 1980, remedial mathematics courses in public 4-year
colleges increased by 72% and now constitute one-quarter of all mathematics
courses taught in those institutions.
• Average tested achievement of students graduating from college is lower.
• Business and military leaders complain that they are required to spend millions
of dollars on costly remedial education and training programs in such basic
skills as reading, writing, spelling, and computation. The Department ofNavy,
for example, reported to the Commission that one-quarter of its recent recruits
cannot read at the ninth grade level, the minimum needed simply to understand
written safety instructions. Without remedial work, they cannot even begin,
much less complete, the sophisticated training essential in much of the modern
military" (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983, p. 8).
Nestled within this litany of evidence, the implication for urban schools is critical.
The first indicator of continued concern was the comparison of student achievement to
other countries. According to the National Center for Education Statistics [NCES]
(2012), "a variety of activities have been carried out to provide the statistical data needed
for international comparison of education" (para.l). The measure of these activities is
derived from assessments such as the Trends in International Mathematics and Science
Study (TIMSS) which measures fourth and eighth grade math and science among various
countries and other jurisdictions and the Program for International Student Assessment
(PISA) which, according to the United States Department of Education (US DOE)
measures the performance of 15 year olds in reading literacy, mathematics literacy and
science literacy (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Educational
Statistics, 2012). Compared to students in other countries, on the TIMSS, in 2007, the
average fourth grade U.S. student score in math was 529 and 539 in science. While the
highest math score was 607 from the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (SAR),
these scores were above the overall average of all 36 participating countries and other
jurisdictions, ten countries produced scores above the U.S., while 25 scored below the
U.S. hi fourth grade science, the highest score was 587 from Singapore. Seven countries
have scores above the U.S., while 28 scored below. Among eighth graders, the average
U.S. student score in math was 508 and 520 in science. The highest math score was 598
from Chinese Taipei. Eight countries and other jurisdictions were above the U.S. while
39 scored below. In eighth grade science, the highest score was 567 from Singapore; 10
countries had scores above the U.S. while 37 scored below. On the PISA, ofthe
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OCED) nations participating
in the assessment, in reading literacy, 14 nations scored above the U.S. while 48 nations
scored below the U.S. In math and science literacy, Shanghai-China outperformed all
nations with an average score of 600 and 575. At 487, the U.S. scored above 32 nations
in math and 42 in science.
The literacy rate encompasses the next two indicators of risk. Literacy involves
those age 15 and over who can read or write (Central Intelligence Agency, 2012).
Conversely, the measure of adults and youth age 15 and over, who are unable to read and
write is the rate of illiteracy. According to the Central Intelligence Agency, in the United
States, 99% ofthe total population, 313,847,465 is literate. Of students ages 16-18, about
11% can be considered illiterate and the illiteracy rates among minorities remains high
(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2003).
Of the indicators, nearly 40% reference a decline in the achievement measured at
the high school level, by tests such as the SAT and other national assessments.
According to The College Board (2012), the SAT tests for and measures acquisition and
application of reading, writing, and mathematics skills, which are critical to success in
postsecondary education. The measure of the abilities ofAmerican students to apply
rigorous high school curriculum was touted as being lower than during the time the
Russians launched Sputnik. According to the NCES (2012), achievement for high school
students on the SAT continues to see the steady decline in reading. However in
mathematics, while a decline is noted, the scores have experienced a steady increase.
Further evidence brought before the commission was the logical reasoning that
students with superior abilities and labeled as gifted, should be able to contribute to the
progress of their local communities and even, nation. The mismatch of gifted student
ability and their achievement was a concern of the commission. Today the gifted
population boasts nearly 6.5 million (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2012).
With so much potential, the achievement among these students is presumed to have far
reaching effects. However, underachievement among the gifted population continues to
"plague parents and educators" (Sieglel & McCoach, 2009, p. 195).
Continuing, once students graduate from high school it is expected they are ready
for college level thinking and reasoning or the workforce. To the contrary, continually
debated by educators and policymakers has been the topic of postsecondary remedial
education(National Center for Education Statistics, 2012). What is the reason for
continued debate? Before the turn ofthe century, it was common that these institutions
would offer at least one remedial level course in reading, writing, or mathematics for
college-level students lacking the skills necessary to perform college-level work
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2012). Today, students graduating from high
schools all across America are doing so without the necessary skills.
This deluge of evidence has lasting impact on our ability to compete in a world
that was once round and has now, according to noted author, Thomas Friedman, has
become "flat" (O'Neal, 2012, para.l). With the tides of industry turning toward a highly
skilled, technological workforce ready to compete in a global market, "untouchable" skill
sets are needed beyond the 21stcentury. According to Darling-Hammond (2010), "as the
United States moves from a simpler society dominated by a manufacturing economy to a
much more complex world based largely on information technologies and knowledge
work, its schools are undergoing a once-in-a-century transformation" (p. 1). These
"untouchables" are "those people whose job won't be outsourced or merged ...
entertainers, authors, great motivators, specialists, and so on ... the butcher, the baker,
the candlestick maker" (O'Neal, 2012, para. 5). Further to come will be a demand for
great corroborators, synthesizers, passionate personalizers, localizers, "green ones," great
explainers, and great adapters, who possess lifelong skills that will not become obsolete.
Preparing a citizenry with these skills has created tension among educational leaders
steering the course toward the future. The implication for educating a society ready for a
world we cannot see today is colossal.
To this end, and in an effort to reverse the indicators so negatively depicting
education in America, especially in urban schools, the recommendations of the
commission include strengthening content curriculum, adopting rigorous standards and
expectations, devoting significantly more time to instruction, improving and impacting
the teacher profession, and accountability for leadership and fiscal revenues. Since 1983
and the publication ofA Nation at Risk, the passage ofnumerous national initiatives such
as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) sought to strengthen content curriculum and adopt
rigorous standards. School districts have lengthened the school day as well as
investigated balanced calendars and year round school options to devote more time
toward instruction. However, the final recommendation of the commission rests on
leadership and places student achievement in the hands of those in leadership capacities
to champion change outside classrooms and schools where governance and financing of
schools matter.
Today, leaders of cities and school districts across America are still searching for
answers to reduce the impact these risks have and to reverse the course for critical masses
of students entering schools every day. With a recent loss of accreditation, "Kansas
Citians have been wringing their hands about the future of the Kansas City Missouri
School District for decades" (Gross, 2012, para.l). The mayor of Kansas City, Missouri,
is "committed to finding a governance structure for the district that will result in better
student achievement" (Gross, 2012, para. 3). In Milwaukee, the proposal of a change in
the governance structure of schools "touched off a six-month battle for control of
Milwaukee's schools and an angry debate that still lingers in Wisconsin's biggest city"
(Helling, 2012, para. 3). Most recently, the governor of Georgia is seeking to remove the
school board ofDeKalb County due to claims of widespread mismanagement. To add,
school boards across the country are facing scrutiny when it comes to making decisions
about how schools should be run. Birmingham, Alabama, like many other metropolitan
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cities, struggles with diminished populations as citizens flock to exit cities with poor
student achievement. These cities, for those wishing to raise a family, were uninhabitable
(Archibald, 2012). After three decades of reforms based on the recommendations from ,4
Nation at Risk, cities are still trying to balance "flat" achievement and growing
competition. Current news is replete with pleas from citizens and politicians in urban
metropolitan cities to do something about the schools and improving student
achievement. Cities continue to wrestle with the idea ofwho should lead or govern
public schools. This "flat" world is transforming at an alarming rate. Decisions about
leadership and school governance must be made. Many urban cities are considering if a
change in school governance will equate to improved student achievement. City leaders
and residents recognize education affects every aspect of city life, but remain in a
quandary about how to address pervasively low student achievement. This study takes
into account the responsibility of educational leaders as recommended by the commission
and gives a description of four urban cities facing such a dilemma. This study further
examines the choice these cities' have in terms ofpower or governance of schools, two
cities under mayoral control, and two cities under local control.
Purpose of the Study
The call has been put forth that "state and local officials, including school board
members, govenors, and legislators, have the primary responsibility for financing and
governing the schools" (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983, p. 78).
Therefore, the purpose of this quantitative study is to investigate if changing the structure
of school governance from local control to mayoral control will result in a positive or
negative influence on student achievement. It is expected that a probe into four urban
cities using existing data sets, such as the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), State Department of
Education web sites, and local district web sites, will show if such a change will
influence student achievement. Further, the researcher anticpates this perspective will
add to the body of existing research and discourse about the role of school leadership in
governing and improving educational outcomes of urban students, continuing, as
President Barak Obama aptly puts it, a record of a "long-running conversation, a nation
arguing with its conscience" (Obama, 2004, p. 437). This conversation, as Viteritti
(2009) posits, was initiated in Philadelphia during the summer of 1787, is multileveled,
and continues today. Due to varying perspectives, this conversation is far from being
over, leaving a nation to wonder, about the educational record left to our posterity and
their ability to compete in a global society.
Echoed by the sentiments of the Council of Great City Schools and the American
Institutes for Research (Casserly, Price-Baugh, Corcoran, Lewis, Uzzell, Simon, et al.,
2011), "America's urban schools are under more pressure to improve than any other
institution—public or private—in the nation" (p. 6). This study provides a guide for the
discourse cities encounter in their decision to follow the recommendation ofthe
commission placing the responsibility on leaders who are faced with determining whether
a change the governance structure ofthe schools from local to mayoral control will
impact student achievement.
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Statement of the Problem
With the increasing involvement of the federal government's hand in education,
determining who should govern schools is a topic of great contention. Suggestions such
as the title of William G. Howell's (2005) book, Besieged School Board and the Future
ofEducation Politics articles, as well as the number of debates on this topic, tension
between internal and external controls of schools continues. The choice between local
school governance and mayoral governance of schools creates tension as local
municipalities vie with city, state, and federal government for local power of schools. At
the local level, communities and local school board members view education as shares, a
requirement for survival in America (Edelman, 2012). Historical perceptions of
education as an equalizer for local citizens, impacts the outcomes for future generations.
However, "economic stagnation and the widespread adoption oftax and expenditure
limitations during the 1970s have reduced tax revenues and many local governments find
continuing to provide high-quality public services to be difficult" (Fowler, 2000, p. 81).
On the other hand, city leaders and mayors see local education not only as outcomes for
future generations, but also from the perspective of economic viability to the city. "The
loss of tax revenues, deterioration of infrastructure and housing stock, and growing
impoverishment of the population combine to create problems so overwhelming that few
municipal governments have the capacity to address" (Fowler, 2000, p. 81). Can mayors
attract companies to the cities with failing schools? Cibulka (2001) captures it best when
he asks, "can the ills of urban school systems be cured by changing the way we are
governed? How helpful is it, for example, to reconfigure the school board or to put the
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mayor in charge of the schools?" (p.28). In the end, failing schools have the potential to
degrade. The tension created by this debate can be seen in cities across America whose
schools and cities are held captive by low achievement trends and declining growth.
So what are the leaders of local school districts to do? How does one enter the
conversation when "there is a very large gap between what the national policy elites are
talking about and what people in local districts care about" (Tyack, 1997, p. 23).
Tempting that divide is a growing conversation and a consideration in many cities across
America. The problem ofimproving student achievement begins with determining who
should be in control of and making the decisions about how schools should be governed.
That decision has generally been made at the local level. But some two decades ago and
meandering across the nation's urban cities, the trend toward mayoral control may
"fundamentally alter the governance structure of our public schools" (Hayes, 2010,
p. 126). Discourse about who should govern schools continues and is now heightened
because U.S. Education Secretary Arae Duncan would like to see mayoral control in
more cities. With mixed reviews from notable educational scholars such as Kirst,
Cibulka, and "nationaly recognized school governance expert" (Helling, 2012, para. 9),
Frederick Hess, wading through the waters of school governance can be a daunting task.
Mayoral school takeovers are messy politically, often racially charged and
usually take years to pass—if ever. No American city has adopted direct
mayoral control since 2007, when the District of Columbia agreed to hand over
school authority to Washington's mayor. Less comprehensive mayoral school
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bills took effect in Los Angeles and Rhode Island in 2008; New York City
renewed mayoral control in 2009. (Helling, 2012, para. 8)
To date, according to the Council of Great City Schools (2012), "the nation's
voice for urban education," nearly 15% ofurban cities currently implement mayoral
control with 85% ofthose cities remaining with the traditional elected school board
model. The consideration ofmayoral control requires the deliberation ofmany factors.
Prospective cities considering mayoral control may be limited by the data presented by
the Big Three—Chicago, New York, and Boston and influenced to change course with
minimal consideration of governance variables that have the most impact on student
achievement. In fact, Wong, Shen, Anagnostopoulos, and Rutledge (2007) elude to an
expansion of mayoral leadership in coming decades, but, caution that instances of
mayoral control are generally in large, urban cities. Of the urban cities remaining in the
Council of Great City Schools as well as those cities without, the consideration of
changing the governance of schools to improve student achievement, is more than a
notion.
Significance of the Study
The 2007 study by Wong and Shen reveals that mayoral control "when properly
designed and implemented, can enhance educational accountability (p. 738). In their
extensive study of mayoral control, Wong, Shen, Anagnostopoulos, and Rutledge (2007)
examined the effects of implementing mayoral control in cities including the Big
Three—Chicago, New York and Boston—and found that progress in elementary reading
and math resulted from a change in the governance model in which the mayor selected a
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majority ofthe school board. Moscovitch, Sadovnik, Barr, Davidson, Moore, Powell et
al. (2010) investigated the effects of nine cities for New Jersey's consideration and
concluded the following:
• Increased public commitment to education. In each ofthe nine cities
studied, but particularly in those with some form ofmayoral control, we see an
increased attention and commitment to public education; education has become
a higher priority in those communities, leading to increased public dialogue and
support.
• Increased funding. In each of our study cities there has been a significant
increase in funding of public education. While not due solely to the change in
governance—school financelitigation and increased federal funding have also
supplied additional funds—still, where city leaders are committed to education,
they have steered public funds and raised private funds to benefit public
education.
• Improved stability. While not true in all of our study cities, in a majority the
new governance models have resulted in stability: there have been fewer
changes in leadership at the top ofthe systems, longer collective bargaining
agreements, and less infighting at the governing board level. With stability,
too, has come the willingness and ability to try new teaching methods.
• Diminshed role for parents, community. In several of our study cities
parents and community groups complain that they are "left out" of the policy-
14
making loop, and that more centralized control has resulted in "rubber stamp"
boards.
• No conclusive evidence that governance changes increase achievement.
Student achievement has been the toughest nut to crack. While school leaders
tout many improvements in test scores, attendance and graduation rates, in fact,
we were unable to establish conclusively that the change in governance had any
causal relationship to improved performance, or that, using nationally-normed
test data, our cities had greater inprovements than anywhere else.
Nevertheless, the statistical significance of strong mayoral involvement with
achievement scores at some levels andin some areas, suggests that mayoral
involvement, if not control, should, at the very least, be considered as a part of
an overall district improvement strategy.
• No conclusive evidence that mayoral control reverses the population decline.
Most of the nine cities have been losing population, as have their public school
systems, for some time. There is no evidence that changes in school
governance have achieved a reversal of these demographic trends, although
there is some evidence that increased public school choice—a common goal of
the new governance bodies—contribute to lower private school attendance.
(P.I)
Kirst (2002) reports, "it is difficult to link these governance shifts to improved
instructional practices or outcomes" (p. 1). Studies investigating mayoral control are
generally large scale and difficult to generalize to local communities. "Local control has
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kept education from attracting the research and development that drives progress, because
benefits of scale are absent" (Miller, 2008, para. 17). A small-scale examination using
"judgments about conditions in a specific city context at a particular point in time" (Kirst,
2002, p. 2) is missing from the conversation.
The design and results of this study will be of interest to those in communities
whose vision for improved student achievement in urban cities, through educational
reform, educational policymaking, and educational change will have a sustained impact
on urban students with the most pervasive educational needs. Reliability and the ability
to generalize research-based results are of great concern in comparison studies. Studies
of this type cannot control for nor unethically expose students to the experimentation of
governance reform models. However, by outlining a study for cities to use to compare
the influence competing governance models have on student achievement, it is hoped
that cities considering such a change will be able to replicate the study, update
perspectives, and proactively develop a plan for which governance model results in
strong gains in academic achievement among students in their cities.
Summary
Determining the governing body for public schools has become a growing
concern and is on the radar of several urban cities: Kansas City, Missouri, Birmingham,
Alabama, and Milwaukee, Wisconsin to name a few. "Secretary of Education Duncan,
has made it absolutely clear that he favors strong mayoral control over urban schools"
(Hayes, 2010, p. 125). A glimpse into the school districts governed by local control and
those governed by mayoral control provides a backdrop for understanding the
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conversation in and decision-making behind which model most significantly and
positively influences student achievement for any one particular city. To address the
problem of improving student achievement, this study compares the impact each school
governance model has on student achievement, in terms ofbudget management—
expenditures on instruction, per pupil spending, pupil teacher ratios, and educational
revenues, in four urban cities. In response to a significant and current societal need, this
study, in contrast to larger studies in this area, offers educational leaders, educational
reformers, policymakers, politicians, business officials, and civic groups in urban cities a
small-scale example to use in choosing which model is a best fit. In conclusion, this
study conveys a fresh perspective about school governance models and fiscal
management of urban cities in their pursuit for improved student achievement.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
In order to "synthesize, analyze, and present a clear line of argument" (Burton,
Brundrett, & Jones, 2008, p. 31), a systematic review of literature was conducted. Using
sources such as books, journals, and websites, the review began with a synthesis of past
and present research in the following areas: literature on student academic achievement
the dependent variable ofthis study and as they relate to student achievement, the
researcher also reviewed literature on school governance, including, local school boards
and mayoral control; budget management including educational funding (revenues),
expenditures on instruction, per pupil spending, and pupil teacher ratios the independent
variables. To strengthen the validity of the study, variables that have been found to
compete with student achievement was also examined. These variables include
socioeconomic status as measured by free and reduced lunch percentages and teacher
quality as measured by the percentage ofteachers with advanced degrees, those above the
master's degree in each school.
Student Academic Achievement
Guiding this and many others studies is the pursuit to "ascertain the causes for the
conflicts that exist and then...to indicate a plan of operations" (Dewey, 1938, p. 1).
Conflicting American education has been this construct of student academic
achievement. Perceived causes of this conflict have been under scrutiny since the latter
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1950s sparking reform models which have been inacted, measured, studied, reformed,
measured, and studied more, creating a vicious cycle with limited results. According to
Chall (2000), when measured with the demands of the advanced technology age in which
we live, the achievement of students is greatly reduced. Further, as society evolves, an
additional technical knowledge base will be required.
Discourse about student achievement requires a clear and concise definition. The
merging ofthe two terms, student, and achievement, creates a construct with an
underlying theme about what is excellent and intelligent in our society and what it looks
like in the 21st century. In an attempt to quash previous data rendering American
education last "seven times" compared to other industrialized nations, and to reverse the
rates of functional illiteracy among minority youth from 40%, an expectation of
excellence and achievement made its way into into the conversation. The National
Commission on Excellence in Education Commission (1983) exclaims excellence for
"the individual learner... means performing on the boundary of individual ability in
ways that test and push back personal limits, in
school..." (p. 16). Discussions about ability often lead to debates about aptitude and
intelligence, a topic shied away from for many reasons (Herrnstein & Murray, 1994).
The list of risk factors leading the Commision to embark on this journey to correct these
ills in the American education sysetem, bring the ability of an individual's personal limits
to question. These abilities question the push back or reach attained by effort, gained,
earned, accomplished, or performed by individual learners (Fowler, Fowler, & Allen,
1984).
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Chubb and Moe (1990) further the demand for academic excellence from all
levels of government. To bridge the gap from individual performance to the more
technical knowledge-based citizenry needed to compete in a flat world Darling-
Hammond (2010) posits, schools have taken on a new mission, the expectation that
renders all students learn challenging skills at high levels. Not merely "covering the
curriculum" or "getting through the book" (p. 237) but in order for students to exert the
efforts and perform at achievement levels, schools must offer enriching opportunities that
meets the needs of diverse learners in order for students to excel and test their personal
limits.
The National Assessment Governing Board set the boundaries for achievement by
listing three levels in their definition for each grade level assessed on the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP):
• Basic denotes partial mastery of the knowledge and skills that are fundamental
for proficient work at a given grade.
• Proficient represents solid academic performance for the given grade level and
competency over challenging subject-matter knowledge, application of such
knowledge to real world situations, and analytic skills appropriate to the subject
matter.
• Advanced presumes mastery of both the basic and proficient levels and
represents superior academic performance. (U.S. Department of Education,
Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, 2012,
para. 4)
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• Students, therefore, who have achieved have done so by exerting efforts at the
proficient and/or advanced levels where "in the modern world ..., productivity
is keyed to knowledge, brain power, and flexibility in their application" (Chubb
&Moe, 1990, p. 9).
This portrayal of excellence is the outcome being sought in schools, even moreso of
schools in metropolitan cities across America.
School Governance
Historically and legally, school governance falls under the jurisdiction of each
state with powers as indicated by state constitutions. According to Fowler (2000), "states
have delegated much of their authority over educational policy to local school districts,"
(p. 81). In fact, Drake (as cited in Hayes, 2010) provides this historical perspective:
Local school boards have been in existence since the early colonial period. In
Massachusetts in 1647, a law was passed giving the local communities the
responsibility to establish schools. This law created the first school boards in what
was to become the United States, (p. 126)
Chubb & Moe (1990) more eloquently demonstrate this in their account:
Schooling was a local affair. Basic issues of organization and control—issues that
today would be classified as budgeting, curriculum, personnel, purchasing,
accountability and the like—were not so mind-bogglingly technical then, and they
tended to be handled by the people closest to each school: parents, interested
citizens, and their elected representatives, (p. 3)
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Miller (2008) contributes to the conversation by adding that, "fledgling education
system was largely run by local communities with little to no oversight from the state
government" (p. 169). Making perfect sense, in that colonial America was a departure
from centralists governance, "meshing cleanly with the nation's commitment to
decentralized control" (Hess, 2010, p. 169). However, Spring (2001) suggests, "after the
American Revolution, many Americans began to believe that a public system of
education was needed to build nationalism, to shape the good citizen, and to reform
society" (p. 32). History's portrayal of this conversation between centralized governance
and decentralized governance, of the vacillating power struggle between two opposing
sides came to a climax. Local control of schools won and communities could rest assured
that corruption and greed would not enter the schoolhouse doors. However, creeping
back in were "persistent reports of nepotism, corruption, or gross mismanagement...
subverting the ideal of local control to the need for accountability and strong leadership"
(Cibulka, 2001, p. 28). Thus, again creating instability in the fundamental basis and
structure of school governance and offering fuel to the conversation being had about who
should govern the schools. Bauman (1996) contends:
Increasing concern about the control of schools has come about in the last few
years for several reasons ... governors and state legislators became more
involved in school improvement... the involvement of high-level political
figures helped attract new interest groups ... in agreement that entirely new
designs for sponsoring and controlling education are necessary, (p. 1)
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Recent history provides that primary powers to set policy, establish budgets, and
manage personnel initially belonged to the local school board. Today, however,
entangled with schools and governance is "the interaction and interdependence between
public education and a democratic form of government..." creating, "a contentious
role ..." and "involves politics" (Bauman, 1996, p. 12). Moscovitch et al (2010) give us
"two main forms of urban school governance: elected school boards, and appointed
school boards, with members usually appointed by the mayor" (p. 3) from which we
derive the essence ofthis review.
With labels such as entrenched, besieged, and a target ofMark Twain's dry
humor, "when he wrote in 1887, 'In the first place God made idiots. This was for
practice. Then he made school boards'" (Hess, 2010, p. 169). School boards have had a
fair share of criticism. Due to its history and connection with early democratic values,
local schools boards have managed to survive the rocky terrain of educational division
and discord. In her study of school boards and student achievement, Land (2002) found
that quantitative and qualitative studies on school boards and student achievement to be
limited, stating there are "few studies of school board effectiveness that contained student
achievement as an outcome variable" (p. 1). With such limited information in this area
and in an attempt to build a framework for understanding if a relationship exists between
school boards and student academic performance, the use of Wong, Shen,
Anagnostopoulos, and Rutledge's (2007) study provides a platform for this review. A
brief historical description of local school boards is presented, followed by current
accounts of their role toward improving student academic achievement.
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American education has a strong history of local control (Conley, 2003).
Accordingly, a briefreview ofthis history must be considered, as Butchart (1986) argues,
a community that does not understand its past is analogous to an amnesiac, unable to
remember their origin, how to request immediate needs or react to challenges, the source
of support or opposition, and finally the intended destination. Further, without historical
accounts of governance reform, we may be subject to the force that renders us to, as the
title from noted author Frederick Hess (2010) suggests the same thing over and over.
Thus, evidence reveals local control of schools began early in American Colonial history.
In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, education in colonial New England
was used to maintain the authority ofthe government and religion. People were
taught to read and write so that they could obey the laws of God and the state, hi
addition, education in Puritan New England, with its emphasis on individual
conduct, bore the seeds for the nineteenth- and twentieth-century view of
education as a panacea for society. (Spring, 2001, p. 9)
In local colonies, tension between belief systems, as is today, mounted. Families within
colonies, based on their beliefs, chose between the role of education toward intellectual
freedom and religion. Public and private schools were constructd to set in motion both
forms of thought.
Skirting through time, "the late nineteenth century saw the emergence of a new
elite composed of public administrators, efficiency experts, professional managers, and
social scientists who were captivated by a vision of a scientifically managed society"
(Spring, 2001, p. 285). School boards ofthetwentieth century changed in the size of the
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board and in an effort to remove politics from schools, "school board elections were
made non-partisan and at-large" (Spring, 2005, p. 42). However, conflict beseiged
school boards at the dawn of the 21st century.
According to the National School Boards Association (2012), today's school
boards are established in 14,000 school districts and bolster more than 90,000 members.
They, whether "elected or appointed by their communities, represent the community's
beliefs and values" and are grounded on these five tenets:
1. Your school board looks out for children—first and foremost. Education is
not a line item in your school board's budget—it is the only item.
2. Your school board is the advocate for your community when decisions are
made about your children's education. The school board represents the
public's voice in public education, providing citizen governance for what the
public schools need and what the community wants.
3. Your school board sets the standard for achievement in your district,
incorporating the community's view ofwhat students should know and be
able to do at each grade level. Your school board also is responsible for
working with the superintendent to establish a valid process for measuring
student success and, when necessary, shifting resources to ensure that the
district's goals are achieved.
4. Your school board is accessible to you and accountable for the performance of
the schools in your district. If the schools are not producing, it is your right as
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a voter to select new board members who will see to it that your students and
your schools succeed.
5. Your school board is your community's education watchdog, ensuring that
taxpayers get the most for their tax dollars. Public education is a $423 billion
business. In the majority of districts, school boards have taxing authority.
That direct oversight—and responsibility—should not be given to politicians
whose first priority is something other than education, (para. 7)
As direct representatives ofthe local community, local school board history is
deeply connected to the democratic values this nation is founded on. School boards have
the primary responsibility of "maintaining the school" (Wahlquist, 1947, p. 157). One of
the major responsibilities of the local school board is to elect leadership, superintendents.
An account of superintendents began "when part-time, elected school boards of
the mid-nineteenth century found the tasks of supervising teachers, examining students,
and buying supplies too burdensome, they began appointing superintendents to do the
work" (Cuban, 1989, p. 252). Today, the major role ofthe superintendent is "enhance the
educational program of students, to improve student achievement, and to see that the
district policies are implemented" (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012, para.
1).
In a study conducted by Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning
(McREL) to determine the influence district superintendents had on student achievement,
the findings of the study revealed the following.
Finding 1: District-Level leadership matters
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Finding 2: Effective superintendents focus their efforts on creating goal-oriented
districts
Finding 3: Superintendent tenure is positively correlated with student
achievement
Finding 4: "Defined autonomy" where autonomy is defined as the
superintendents' ability to set clear, non-negotiable goals for
learning, but give building leaders the autonomy to carry it out.
Still, The Wallace Foundation (2012) found district leadership to be a critical
bridge between reform initiatives and student outcomes, leadership is second to
classroom instruction, and effective leaders have the greatest impact on student
outcomes. As pointed out by the commission, necessary for the change needed to
improve student achievement and to sustain that improvement are leaders who, according
to Lorraine Monroe (1997) are:
Fearless enough to take well-calculated risks ... a leader who aspires to a noble
ideal of education ... Noble because the work is the necessary work in the
highest sense ofmission—what one is sent to do for others ... someone who is
willing to test every decision against the highest standard oftransformational
leadership, (p. 10)
Leadership in local school board controlled schools is dual in the election oftheir school
board members directly from the community, subsequently, that elected body—the local
school board appoints a superintendent, hi contrast, as leader, the mayor can appoint
school board members or agree to a hybrid school board consisting of selected, then
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appointed board members, or a combination of appointed and elected school board
members.
Local School Boards and Student Academic Achievement
The major role ofthe school board, according to the National Center for
Education Statistics [NCES] (2012) is to set policy. Easy as it may sound, setting policy
to for diverse populations of students to achieve is "complex ... and involves evaluating
all functions of a board, from internal governance and policy formation to
communication with teachers, building administrators, and the public" (Dervarics &
O'Brien, 2011, para. 1). Further, research on school boards with high academic results
yielded the following habits and characteristics:
1. Effective school boards commit to a vision of high expectations for student
achievement and quality instruction and define clear goals toward that vision.
2. Effective school boards have strong shared beliefs and values about what is
possible for students and their ability to learn, and of the system and its ability
to teach all children at high levels.
3. Effective school boards were accountability driven, spending less time on
operational issues and more time focused on policies to improve student
achievement.
4. Effective school boards have a collaborative relationship with staff and the
community and establish a strong communications structure to inform and
engage both internal and external stakeholders in setting and achieving district
goals.
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5. Effective school boards are data savvy: they embrace and monitor data, even
when information is negative, and use it to drive continuous improvement.
6. Effective school boards align and sustain resources, such as professional
development, to meet district goals. According to researchers LaRocque and
Coleman, effective boards saw a responsibility to maintain high standards
even in the midst of budget challenges.
7. Effective school boards lead as a team with the superintendent, each from
their respective roles, with strong collaboration and mutual trust.
8. Effective school boards take part in team development and training,
sometimes with their superintendents, to build shared knowledge, values, and
commitments for their improvement efforts. (Dervarics & O'Brien, 2011)
Mayoral School Boards and Student Academic Achievement
A majority ofthe most recent research in this area is from studies conducted by
Kenneth Wong, a professor of Education Policy at Brown University. After "evaluating
the first wave of new-style mayoral leadership in education, we find that mayoral
leadership is associated with higher elementary student achievement in reading and
mathematics ... suggesting that the first wave of mayoral control has been a success"
(Wong, Shen, Anagnostopoulos, & Rutledge, 2007, p. 198). United States Secretary of
Education Arne Duncan, CEO Paul Vallas, and Chancellor Joel Klein, are some of the
notable leaders appointed to lead school districts under mayoral control. However, under
their leadership, "none of the school administrators was able to correlate directly, with
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hard data, gains in student achievement and the form of governance in their cities"
(Moscovitch et al., 2010, p. 74).
Independent Variables
The overall mission of schools is for all students to achieve academically.
Mounting evidence of poor academic achievement prompts cities, in some cases, to
consider a structural change of course from local control to, in this case, the governance
reform model ofmayoral control. The problem of increasing student achievement in
urban cities causes leaders to chart strategic plans of action. As Kaufman, Herman, and
Waters (2002) share, "function analysis tells about specific detailed aspects of each part
of resolving problems; what the building block results are ... a smaller part ofthe total
problem in detail" (p. 118). In the sample cities, the variables considered when
considering a change of school governance represent the smaller parts ofthe total
problem. These identified variables are school boards, superintendents, fiscal
management, and educational funding (Kirst, 2002; Moscovitch et al., 2010) and are the
independent variables ofthis study. In order to compare across various settings, this
study isolates the variables in the sample cities in terms of the fiscal management of the
educational funding of revenues into expenditures—particularly expenditures on
instruction, per pupil spending, and pupil teacher ratios to determine if a change in the
governance structure impacts student achievement.
Local School Boards and Educational Revenues
Operating with budgets in the millions, and a few billions, Fowler (2000) points
out, "ninety-two percent ofU.S. school districts are independent... they are completely
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autonomous in relationship to other local governments ... they are financially
autonomous, or financially independent. They have the power to levy school
taxes.. .develops its own budget" (p. 83). In doing so, local level school boards receive
funding, primarily from local and state governments, make decisions about what
categories the funds should be disbursed to inorder to achieve the goals ofthe district,
and pass balanced budgets. As a general rule, federal funds, such as Title 1, IDEA, and
Perkins, are kept separate from state and local funds due to uncertainty of the funding
source from year to year as well as accounting and reporting requirements (Ellerson,
2010). During fiscal year 2010, total revenues from local and state governments
comprised 43.8% and 43.5% respectively while federal contributions were 12.7%
(Cornman, Young, & Herrell, 2012). Much of the budget, 80% to 85%, is spent on
personnel and benefits ... and are generally spent continuosly throughout the school year
following a "first in, first out" rule (Ellerson, 2010, p. 1).
Mayoral School Boards and Educational Revenues
Mayors taking the helm over schools assume the fiscal responsibility of "one of
the largest local employers ..." rendering "budgetary issues ... a top priority" (Wong,
Shen, Anagnostopoulos, & Rutledge, 2007, p. 141), overseeing budgets upward of
billions of dollars. Coupled with managing budgets are decisions about expenditures,
intended to enhance instructional programs and opportunities for students to achieve.
Research from Wong, Shen, Anagnostopoulos, and Rutledge find that "mayoral control is
inversely associated with the level of per-pupil spending on instruction and support; but
given five years, the percentage spent on instruction and support increases" (p. 148).
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This leads to the conclusion that "mayoral-led districts are not spending more, but they
are spending differently ... reallocating resources to instruction and instructional
support" (p. 148). Further, Wong, Shen, Anagnostopoulos, and Rutledge found
"significantly negative relations related to year-end outstanding debt... and general
adinistration expenditures" (p. 148). On the bright side, positive significant relationships
were found to exist between general administration expenditures and districts with strong
private school climates, high percentages of special education students, and high
percentages of African-American students, noting these relationships may reflect
specialized spending designed to address particular student needs (Wong, Shen,
Anagnostopoulos, & Rutledge, 2007).
Expenditures on Instruction
According to the 2012 Phi Delta Kappa (PDK) Gallup poll (cited in Bushaw &
Lopez, 2012) when asked, "What do you think are the biggest problems that the public
schools of your community must deal with" (p. 3), more than discipline, drugs, fighting
and gang violence, over one-third of the respondents stated a lack of financial support/
funding/money, a 12% increase from the 2002 poll results. Educating students is a costly
endeavor. Collectively, revenue sources for public education are generated from local
property taxes and other sources, state, and federal sources. During fiscal year 2010
throughout the 50 states and the District of Columbia yielded $598 billion, state and local
governments provided a large majority, 87% of the revenues and the federal government
13% (Cornman, Young, & Herrell, 2012). With much ofthe fiscal responsibility left to
the state and local government to bear, those in leadership capacities are charged with
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increasing student achievement with available funding sources. To achieve this goal,
much ofthe funding is expended on instruction.
Budget Expenditures on Instruction is a broad buget line item that includes funds
expended for students to have a qualified teacher, teachers have instructional aides, and
classrooms have supplies (Ellerson, 2010). This definition also includes the following:
Expenditures that are directly related to providing instruction and for activities
that assist with classroom instruction. These include salaries and benefits for
teachers, teaching assistants, librarians and library aides, in-service teacher
trainers, curriculum development, student assessment, technology (for students
but outside the classroom), and supplies and purchased services related to these
activities. (Johnson, Zhou, & Nakamoto, 2011, p. 24).
For fiscal year 2010, a total of $347 billion has been made available for budget
expenditures on instruction (Cornman, Young, & Herrell, 2012).
Per Pupil Spending
Ofthe funding that school districts under local and mayoral control receive, in
fiscal year 2010, the current national amount expended per pupil for public elementary
and secondary education was $10,652 with expenditures varying from $6,452 in Utah to
$20, 910 in the District of Columbia (Cornman, Young, & Herrell, 2012). Creeping
higher each year, debate still remains as to whether more money will result in increased
student achievement. Most recently, Wong, Shen, Anagnostopoulos, and Rutledge
(2007) found that mayoral control does not lead to greater per-pupil revenues. School
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districts whether under local or mayoral control still compete for the same local, state,
and federal funds.
Pupil-Teacher Ratios
The conversation continues as to whether smaller class sizes result in increased
student achievement. In their meta-analysis of class-size and student achievement in the
United States, Shin and Chung (2009) found that student achievement is better in small
classes than in larger classes based on factors such as school subjects, elementary and
secondary schools, grades except 10, and location ofthe state.
Demographic Variables
Socioeconomic Status
Currently measured by "one's access to financial, social, cultural, and human
capital resources" (Cowan, Hauser, Kominski, Levin, Lucas, Morgan, et al., 2012, p. 4),
socioeconomic status has been "routinely included in educational research studies as
background and contextual variables to study educational equity and fairness issues"
(p. 7). Socioeconomic status is a combination of social and economic factors that are
used as an indicator of household income and/or opportunity (U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2011). The indicator for this study is
the percent of students in each identified school accessing the federally assisted meal
program that provides low-cost or free lunches to eligible students. It is sometimes
referred to as the free/reduced-price lunch program. Free lunches are offered to those
students whose family incomes are at or below 130% of the poverty level; reduced-price
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lunches are offered to those students whose family incomes are between 130%, and 185%
of the poverty level.
Teacher Quality
Just as school governance is a difficult construct to measure, so is teacher quality.
According to the National Center for Education Statistics, "teacher quality is a complex
phenomenon, and there is little consensus on what it is or how to measure it" (U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999, p. iii).
Encompassed by teacher experience and teacher credientials, Teacher Quality for the
purposes ofthis study can be defined as effective teachers with the combined traits of
certification in the field being taught; high scores on teacher licensing tests; a graduate
degree from a competitive college, and teaching experience of more than 2 years
(Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2007; Darling-Hammond, 2010). Quality teachers in
classrooms have been found to "have positive effects on student achievement, with larger
effects for math than for reading" (Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2007, p. 2).
Summary
Quests of any kind require renovation of thought, policy, and practice. The
venture for improved student achievement leads to reforms of policies affecting practices
in curriculum, testing and assessment, funding practices, teacher and leader quality, and
leadership which are inputs directly affecting student achievement. As Spring (2001)
posits, failure of any kind, to meet national goals makes schools vulnerable to criticism,
hi response and according to Conley (2003) based on the report, A Nation at Risk, "states
launched into a period of unprecedented legislative activity" (p. 23). This legislative
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action took into consideration the five recommended areas: (a) content, (b) standards and
expectations, (c) time, (d) teaching, and (e) leadership and fiscal support (National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983, p. 70). Under Recommendation E, the
commission suggests elected officials, including "state and local officials, including
school board members, governors, and legislators" (National Commission on Excellence
in Education, 1983, p. 78), be responsible for leading recommendations A-D by the
means of policy reform and most importantly, making sure the funding for the reforms
were made available. Elected officials closest to the school and most responsible for
school quality are school board members. After results from decisions about curriculum,
testing and assessments, and teacher quality showed little to no gains, mayors, city
leaders, and other elected officials, experiencing the effect of inadequate schools, began
to look at education in their cities, reflecting and planning a move towards a trend we
now see today, mayoral control of schools. In pockets of America where a vulnerable
population of students reside, urban cities, the quest for improved student achievement
continues. It is here we begin to look at the structure of school governance, local and
mayoral control, by reviewing variables typically considered functions ofthese school
governing bodies, and the school districts sampled in this study. At the cross section of
school governance and school financing stands the last recommendation of the education
commission—placing student achievement in the hands ofthose in leadership capacities
to champion change outside classrooms and schools where governance and financing of
schools matter.
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In response to an overwhelming need to improve student achievement, most
notably in urban settings, "urban school systems and their leaders are rising to the
occasion, innovating with new approaches, learning from each other's successes and
failures—there are plenty from which to draw—and aggressively pursuing reforms that
will boost student academic reforms" (Council of Great City Schools, 2012; Casserly,
Price-Baugh, Corcoran, Lewis, Uzzell, Simon, et al,. 2011, p. 6). This rise ofnew
approaches address the challenge of school governance and accountability, laying the
challenge squarely at the feet of urban leaders.
This study compares the functions of these governing bodies investigating the
impact ofthe leadership of local control, the school board and superintendent, and that of
Mayoral control, Chancellors, and Chief Executive Officers (CEOs), with regards to
student achievement, budget management including educational funding, per pupil
spending, and pupil teacher ratios. Further, this study examines the impact
socioeconomic status and teacher quality have as competing variables.
This study seeks to add to the body of research of previous studies that have
examined the construct of school governance with regard to local and mayoral control.
Wong and Shen (2007) followed their most comprehensive studies about mayoral control
with a more recent study which resulted in academic improvement in mayoral-appointed
schools, coupled with more efficient fiscal management and accountability. In the
previous study, Wong, Shen et al. (2007) recommended more still needing to be done in
the areas of updating databases, examining the relationship between state takeovers and
mayor-led governance, policies addressing boundaries of local and county governments,
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and school budgets. Viteritti (2009) points out that schools are different, and while
thought of like other city agencies, schools are actually unique communities dependent
on a level coexistence between administrators, teachers, students, parents, and
neighborhood stakeholders. Along with Kirst (2002), Viterritti states that caution must
be given when considering changes in governance models. As this and other studies have




Authenticating the impact varying governance models have on student
achievement is a critical component in discussions being had in many metropolitan cities
across the country. The purpose ofthis quantitative study is to determine if a change in
the structure of governance models will have a positive or negative influence on student
achievement. During the fall of 2012, this ex postfacto study examined four mid to large
school districts using existing data from national databases, state department of education
websites, local school system web sites, along with individual local school websites. For
compilation purposes, the data sought were collected, and to ensure the anonymity of the
schools, all data were coded numerically (Schweigert, 1999, p. 30) using a researcher-
made data collection form (Appendix A). To further ensure confidentiality and as
suggested by Akins, McKay, Frasier, Jakobsons, Arvanitis, Cnningham, et al. (2002), the
names of the school districts and schools were kept separated from the data collection
form (para. 7). The quantitative data gathered in this study were analyzed using
descriptive, correlation, and comparative statistical techniques. This chapter provides the
theoretical foundation for the research framework of this study, and outlines the theory of




Comparison Cities and Schools
This quantitative study shows a comparison of "two groups of participants
referred to as experimental and control groups, but more accurately referred to as
comparison groups" (Gay & Airasian, 2003, p. 340). In this study, the school districts in
the comparison groups are two local school districts with elected school boards compared
to two school districts using mayoral control as a treatment. Comparison Group A
consists of Local School District A and Mayoral School District A and Comparison
Group B consists of Local School District B and Mayoral School District B. While the
names of the school districts were withheld to maintain confidentiality, a description of
the school districts follows.
Local School District A. Located in Southeastern United States, this local
community elects the nine-member school board. The large-suburban district is
comprised of nearly 150 schools, which serve 95,000 K-12 students in 87 elementary
schools, 20 middle schools, and 26 high schools. The following demographics describe
the district by race and ethnicity and other subgroups: 44% Caucasian, 37% African
American, 12% Hispanic, 3% Asian, and 3% Multiracial. Nearly 60% ofthe student
population is low income. Total revenues for the 2010-2011 school year were $1.1
billion.
Mayoral School District A. Located in Northeastern United States, the mayor of
this local community appoints the school board. The large-city school district is
comprised of nearly 200 schools, which serve nearly 84,000 K-12 students in a
combination of 144 elementary and/or middle schools, and 45 middle and/or high
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schools. The following demographics describe the district be race and ethnicity and other
subgroups: 12% Caucasian, 86% African American, 4% Hispanic, 1% Asian, and less
than 1% Multiracial. Eighty-four percent ofthe student population is low income. Total
revenues for the 2010-2011 school year were $ 1.4 billion.
Local School District B. Located in Midwestern United States, this local
community elects the nine-member school board. The large-city district has 107 schools,
which serve 49,000 K-12 students, in 64 elementary schools, 19 middle schools, and 24
high schools with the following demographics: 12% Caucasian, 79% African American,
6% Hispanic, 1% Asian, and 1% Multiracial. Seventy-six percent of the student
population is low income. Total revenues for the 2010-2011 school year were $8.6
million.
Mayoral School District B. Located in Northeastern United States, the mayor of
this local community appoints the nine-member school board. The superintendent was
appointed by the mayor, and holds the distinguished title of Chief Executive Officer
(CEO). The mid-size city district has 112 schools, which serve 45,000 K-12 students,
with the following demographics: 15% Caucasian, 69% African American, 12%
Hispanic, 1% Asian, and 3% Multiracial. One hundred percent ofthe student population
is low income. Total revenues for the 2010-2011 school year were $1.4 billion.
Theory of Variables
As noted by Lotto (1990), conceptual frameworks "are.. .terms for the abbreviated
pictures we carry around in our heads of complex and abstract phenomena" (p. 35).
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Compared in this study are the fiscal inputs governance bodies are charged with
determining in order to achieve the expected outcome of increased student achievement.
Those inputs are revenue sources and expenditures on instruction including per pupil
spending and pupil teacher ratios. Presumably, a change in governance models has been
touted to produce increased revenue sources for school districts governed by mayoral
control. This study reviews the financial management of governance models by looking
closely at the revenues for each school and how those revenues are expended to improve
the achievement results of students. Figure 1 presents an illustration of the relationship
between the variables in this study.
Definition of Variables and Other Terms
For this study, the following terms are used to clarify the construct of governance:
Student achievement is defined as proficient student performance as measured
by "continuous and substantial improvement" in reading/language arts and math.
Local control is defined as school districts with school boards in which elected
representatives of the local community and serve as "the key legal unit of local
governance" (Kirst, 1989, p. 62).
Mayoral control is defined as mayors "operating at a system wide level...
providing a political shield for the school district office to operate with less partisanship




























Figure 1. Conceptual Framework
Revenue is defined asthe income received by a school district (Hartman, 1988, p.
p. 65). Further, according to NCES, revenues are additions to that do not incur an
obligation that must be met at some future date, do not represent exchanges of fixed
assets, and are available for expenditure by the LEAs in the state.
Revenues include "funds from local, intermediate, state, and federal sources"
(Johnson, Zhou, & Nakamoto, 2011, p. 25). For the comparison purposes, this study
seeks to investigate the revenueof each elementary school.
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Budget Expenditures on Instruction is a broad buget line item that includes
funds expended for students to have a qualified teacher, teachers have instructional aides,
and classrooms have supplies (Ellerson, 2010, p. 2). This definition also includes the
following:
Expenditures that are directly related to providing instruction and for activities
that assist with classroom instruction. These include salaries and benefits for
teachers, teaching assistants, librarians and library aides, in-service teacher
trainers, curriculum development, student assessment, technology (for students
but outside the classroom), and supplies and purchased services related to these
activities. (Johnson, Zhou, & Nakamoto, 2011, p. 24)
Pupil Teacher Ratios is defined as the proportion of classroom teachers and
instructional support personnel to students (Swanson & King, 1991, p. 54).
Socioeconomic Status is "one's access t financial, social, cultural and human
capital resources" (Cowan et al., 2012, pp. 4,14). It can be further defined as a
combination of social and economic factors that are used as an indicator of household
income and/or opportunity (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, 2011). The indicator for this study is the percent of students in each identified
school accessing the federally assisted meal program that provides low-cost or free
lunches to eligible students. It is sometimes referred to as the free/reduced-price lunch
program. Free lunches are offered to those students whose family incomes are at or
below 130% of the poverty level; reduced-price lunches are offered to those students
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whose family incomes are between 130% and 185%t of the poverty level. (U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2011).
Teacher Quality is defined as effective teachers with the combined traits of
certification in the field being taught; high scores on teacher licensing tests; a graduate
degree from a competitive college, and teaching experience ofmore than 2 years
(Clofelder, Ladd & Vigdor, 2007; Darling-Hammond, 2010).
Relationship Among Variables
This study investigates whether a change in governance models influences student
achievement. Student achievement, dependent variable, is measured by individual local
school achievement in reading, mathematics, and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status
which in theory can be impacted by the management of funds.
One indicator affecting the interaction between the variables behind the construct
of school governance is the application of Getzels and Guba's (1957) Social Systems
Model. An illustration of the interactions between local and mayoral control of schools is
shown in Figure 2 and by posing the following research questions.
Research Questions
RQ1: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed and
mayoral governed school achievement?
RQ2: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed budget
expenditures on instruction and mayoral governed budget expenditures on
instruction and student achievement?
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Theoretical Framework





































Figure 2. Getzels & Guba's Social Systems Model
RQ3: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed per
pupil spending and mayoral governed per pupil spending and student
achievement?
RQ4: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed pupil-
teacher ratios and mayoral governed pupil-teacher ratios and student
achievement?
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RQ5: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed
funding revenues and mayoral governed funding revenues and student
achievement?
Limitations of the Study
Critical to replication of this study is an understanding of the limitations of the
study. Due to the nature of this ex postfacto (after the fact) or causal-comparative study,
the subjects ofthe study do not "meet the stringent criteria for true experimental
research... random assignment ofparticipants ..." as "the independent variable, or
cause, has already occurred or cannot be manipulated, so the researcher has no control
over it" (Gay & Airasian, 2003, p. 11). As the researcher cannot control the cities that
have chosen mayoral control as a reform model, nor the cities that have not chosen
mayoral control, the study is limited to the choice of cities and the datasets available.
Further, "causal-comparative research does not produce true experimental research
outcomes" (Gay & Airasian, 2003, p. 12). Thus, generalizing the results of this study is
limited to the school districts sampled in the study. However, relevant is the replication
of this small scale study for future research in school districts considering a change in
school governance models for generalizable results specific to the the school districts
sampled.
Further limitations ofthis study included examining a phenomenon within its
current setting as well as limited time to do so. This study was limited to school districts
governed by local control and school districts governed by mayoral control as they exist
in context. The study covered one school year ONLY; therefore, there was no
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opportunity to compare data over a minimum ofthree years. During the course of this
study, an indication ofhow long the identified school districts had been operating in the
current governance model was not made. Therefore, findings from the study may not be
generalized to sites beyond the specific sites of the research.
Summary
It is expected that this study will show if a change in school governance models
will have a positive or negative influence on student achievement. Conceptually, this
study is based on Getzels and Guba's (1957) Social Systems Theory.
CHAPTER IV
METHODOLOGY
The sections ofthis chapter outline the organization of this study. First, the
research design provides a visual for the fundamental basis of the study. A description of
the participants follows. Thirdly, a description of the sources of existing datasets is
discussed—Sampling Procedures, Instrumentation, Reliability and Validity, Data
Collection, Statistical Applications.
Research Design
The measure of a construct such as school governance is difficult quantify.
Although constructs are not observable, to make this construct observable, a test of the
theory behind the construct is conducted by directly studying the presumed indicators of
the construct (Suter, 1998). Conceptually, as shown in Figure 1 (Chapter III), the broad
indicators are school governance and organizational management. The inputs ofthe
broad concept of school governance are the activities of organizational management,
indicators made observable, such as, leadership, locally or mayorally controlled, budget
management, educational funding, and independent variables, and finally, the outcome
indicator, student achievement, and the dependent variable.
The independent variables were narrowed to include whether the school district is
governed by a locally elected school board, or whether the school district is governed by
the mayor appointing the school board or a hybrid of appointed school board members
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and eleceted school board members. With regards to leadership of school districts, the
indicators made observable are whether the leadership is appointed by the local school
board, or whether the leadership is appointed by the mayor. To further quantify this
construct, this study examines the budget management of local and mayoral school
district revenues and expeditures in terms of the instructional budget, or the portion of
funding expended on instruction as well as educational funding in terms of per pupil
spending.
With the expressed purpose of examining whether a change in school governance
will have a positive or negative influence on student achievement, the design of this
quantitative study as an expostfacto study, "involves a comparison between groups
whose differences are pre-existing or prior to the researcher's observations" (Suter,
1998, p. 220). In experimental studies, participants are randomly assigned to groups. In
this case, randomly assigning school districts to differing school governance models
would be unethical. Therefore, one studies this phenomenon by observing relationships
as they exist in context. In this case and according to Gay and Airasian (2003), "the
researcher does not have control over the independent variable ... the researcher has to
select research participants from two different, preexisting groups" (p. 12). Therefore,
for "fitness of purpose," Muijs (2004, p. 58) confirms and the researcher finds this study
design to be "the method best suited" (p. 58) for answering research questions posed in
this study.
To establish the comparison groups, the researcher conducted a review of cities
by looking at urban cities from a list of urban districts with a membership in the Council
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of Great City Schools - List 1 (see Appendix B). The researcher then narrowed the list by
cross-referencing List 1 with Wong and Shen's (2009) Mayoral Control at a Glance - List
2 (see Appendix C) showing cities currently implementing mayoral control. Further
narrowing ofthe list occurred as the researcher then sought cities where quantitative data
collection was feasible and similarities between comparison groups with regard to student
enrollment, schools, budget, and demographics were present. For confidentiality
purposes, the names of the cities were coded and given the pseudonyms Local School
District A, Mayoral School District A, Local School District B, and Mayoral School
District B.
Description of the Setting/Population/Participants
The design of this study relies on existing data sets; however, to protect the
confidentiality of the school districts and schools in the study, pseudonyms have been
assigned to the school districts and the schools within the districts.
As noted, the cities chosen for this study were two cities under mayoral control
and two cities under local school board governance. The demographics of the cities are
as follows:
Local School District A. hi the Southeastern United States, this local community
elects the nine-member school board. The large-suburban district is comprised of nearly
150 schools, which serve 95,000 K-12 students in 87 elementary schools, 20 middle
schools, and 26 high schools. The following demographics describe the district by race
and ethnicity and other subgroups: 44% Caucasian, 37% African American, 12%
51
Hispanic, 3% Asian, and 3% Multiracial. Nearly 60% of the student population is low
income. Total revenues for the 2010-2011 school year are $1.1 billion.
Mayoral School District A. In the Northeastern United States, the mayor ofthis
local community appoints the school board. The large-city school district is comprised of
nearly 200 schools, which serve nearly 84,000 K-12 students in a combination of 144
elementary and/or middle schools, and 45 middle and/or high schools. The following
demographics describe the district be race and ethnicity and other subgroups: 12%
Caucasian, 86% African American, 4% Hispanic, 1% Asian, and less than one percent
Multiracial. Eighty-four percent ofthe student population is low income. Total revenues
for the 2010-2011 school year are $1.4 billion.
Local School District B. hi the Midwestern United States, this local community
elects the nine-member school board. The large-city district has 107 schools, which
serve 49,000 K-12 students, in 64 elementary schools, 19 middle schools, and 24 high
schools with the following demographics: 12% Caucasian, 79% African American, 6%
Hispanic, 1% Asian, and 1% Multiracial. Seventy-six percent of the student population is
low income. Total revenues for the 2010-2011 school year are $8.6 million.
Mayoral School District B. In Northeastern United States, the mayor of this
local community appoints the nine-member school board. The superintendent was
appointed by the mayor, and holds the distinguished title of Chief Executive Officer
(CEO). The mid-size city district has 112 schools, which serve 45,000 K-12 students,
with the following demographics: 15% Caucasian, 69% African American, 12%
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Hispanic, 1% Asian, and 3% Multiracial. One hundred percent ofthe student population
is low income. Total revenues for the 2010-2011 school year are $1.4 billion.
For each elementary and middle school, the researcher conducted a review of
data. Once entered on the researcher-made data sheets, the data were coded and analyzed
using statistical analysis techniques.
Sampling Procedures
Once the target populations were determined and due to the nature ofthis study as
an expostfacto design, the researcher, examining natural relationships as they exist in the
context "prior to the researcher's observations" (Suter, 1998, p. 220), randomly chose the
populations in comparison groups. Comparison Group A consists of Local School
District A and Mayoral School District A, and Comparison Group B consists of Local
School District B and Mayoral School District B. Continuing, a participant pool of
elementary schools from each school district was randomly chosen to gather data
pertinent to the study. The rationale behind choosing only elementary and middle
schools comes from what Wong et al. (2007) state as a limitation in previous studies.
The NLSLSASD does not include as much high school data as it does
elementary school data. This limits inferences we can make about mayoral
control on the high school level. Further, we are limited in the number of




In order to measure what this study is designed to measure and to ensure subject
anonymity and confidentiality data, the researcher coded data using a researcher-made
data collection form. The type of data collected included:
1. School governance model (local or mayoral)
2. School Enrollment
3. Average Student Achievement Scores (Reading and Math in third, fourth, and
fifth grades)
4. Budget Revenues and Expenditures
5. Per pupil Spending
6. Pupil Teacher Ratios
7. Socioeconomic status as measured by the percent of students receiving free
and reduced lunch
8. Teacher quality as measured by the percent ofteachers with advanced degrees
Validity and Reliability
The design of the data collection instrument was specifically made to collect the
data intended for this study and to answer the research questions posed (Turner, 2012).
According to Muijs (2004), validity inquires if one measures what is expected to be
measured. Measured in this study is the achievement of students in third, fourth, and fifth
grades in reading and math from school districts governed by local and mayoral control
in order to determine if a change in governance models impacts student achievement. To
strengthen the validity of the study, demographic variables, socioeconomic status and
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teacher quality, which so not fall under the category ofperception-based or latent
variables (Turner, 2012). As an expostfacto study, this study is considered to be reliable
study in that the data collected from existing datasets if repeated with the same sample
set, should without error result in the collection of the same data.
Procedures
In order to conduct this study, the following procedures were followed. To begin
the study, school districts under both local and mayoral governance models were
reviewed. Districts with similar demographics and populations were placed in Group A
(local and mayoral) and Group B (local and mayoral) for comparison purposes. In
comparison group A, 30 elementary schools representing each governance model were
randomly selected and in comparison group B, 15 elementary schools representing each
governance model were randomly selected as study participants. Using the data
collection instrument, pertinent data based on the operational definitions were collected
from each elementary school including school enrollment, average school achievement
scores in grades 3,4, and 5 in reading and math, average revenues and expenditures on
instruction, per pupil spending, pupil teacher ratios, socioeconomic status as measured by
the percent of students receiving free/reduced lunch, and teacher quality as measured by
the percent ofteachers with advanced degrees. The data were analyzed using a statistical
software package and the results discussed.
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Data Collection
The data were complied using existing datasets, such as the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), State
Department of Education web sites, and local district web sites. The time period for data
collection was during the fall of 2012.
Statistical Applications and Description of Data Analysis Methods
Data were analyzed using the statistical analysis software most often used in
educational research—the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). To answer the
research questions, the statistical techniques proposed for analysis are bivariate,
comparing two groups, and multivariate analysis, investigating the relationship between
several predictors and one dependent variable (Muijs, 2004). Common measures of
bivariate analyses are cross-tabulation, and other statistical tests such as chi-square.
These tests measure two factors, signficance, probability, or p-value and strength, effect
size orphi.
Summary
In order to capture the difference the governance models have on student
achievement and to address the problem of improving student achievement, this study
compares the impact each school governance model has on student achievement, in terms




The purpose of this study was to investigate if changing the structure of school
governance from local school board control to mayoral control would result in a positive
or negative influence on student achievement. Four mid- and large-city school districts
were chosen to conduct this ex postfacto study using existing data from national datasets,
state department of education, school district, and local school web sites for the 2010-
2011 academic school year. Leaders considering a change would conceivably do so with
the expectation that if changed, the outcome would have a positive influence on student
achievement.
Research questions were developed to test the theory behind the construct of
school governance in terms ofthe presumed indicators (Suter, 1998) or operational
definitions. In this study, those indicators were student achievement, the dependent
variable, as determined by achievement in reading, math, and Annual Yearly Progress
(AYP) status of individual schools; as well as the independent variables: school
governance model, percent of expenditure on instruction, per pupil spending, per pupil
ratio, and educational funding in revenue. To strengthen the validity of the study,
variables that effect student achievement were also collected and analyzed. These
variables included socioeconomic status as measured by the percentage of students
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receiving free and reduced lunch in each school and teacher quality as measured by the
percentage ofteachers with advanced degrees (above and beyond the master's degree) in
each school.
Sampled in this study were four urban school districts whose names were
withheld for confidentiality purposes. A description of the school districts was provided
from the 2010-2011 school year.
Local School District A. Located in Southeastern United States, this local
community elected the nine-member school board. The large-suburban district was
comprised of nearly 150 schools, which served 95,000 K-12 students in 87 elementary
schools, 20 middle schools, and 26 high schools. Demographically, the district was
comprised ofthe following racial, ethnic, and other subgroups: 44% Caucasian, 37%
African American, 12% Hispanic, 3% Asian, and 3% Multiracial. Nearly 60% ofthe
student population was low income. Total revenues for the 2010-2011 school year were
$1.1 billion.
Mayoral School District A. Located in Northeastern United States, the mayor of
this local community appointed the school board. The large-city school district was
comprised of nearly 200 schools, which serve nearly 84,000 K-12 students in a
combination of 144 elementary and/or middle schools, and 45 middle and/or high
schools. Demographically, the district was comprised ofthe following racial, ethnic, and
other subgroups: 12% Caucasian, 86% African American, 4% Hispanic, 1% Asian, and
less than one percent Multiracial. Eighty-four percent ofthe student population was low
income. Total revenues for the 2010-2011 school year were $1.4 billion.
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Local School District B. Located in Midwestern United States, this local
community elected the nine-member school board. The large-city district had 107
schools, which served 49,000 K-12 students, in 64 elementary schools, 19 middle
schools, and 24 high schools. Demographically, the district was comprised of the
following racial, ethnic, and other subgroups: 12% Caucasian, 79% African American,
6% Hispanic, 1% Asian, and 1% Multiracial. Seventy-six percent of the student
population was low income. Total revenues for the 2010-2011 school year were $8.6
million.
Mayoral School District B. Located in Northeastern United States, the mayor of
this local community appointed the nine-member school board. The superintendent was
appointed by the mayor, and held the distinguished title of Chief Executive Officer
(CEO). The mid-size city district had 112 schools, which served 45,000 K-12 students.
Demographically, the district was comprised of the following racial, ethnic, and other
subgroups: 15% Caucasian, 69% African American, 12% Hispanic, 1% Asian, and 3%
Multi-racial. One hundred percent ofthe student population was low income. Total
revenues for the 2010-2011 school year were $1.4 billion.
Within the school districts, data were gathered from a sample of 90 elementary
schools. In order to test the differences between the governance models, the school
districts were purposefully divided into comparison groups. Comparison Group A
included Local School District A and Mayoral School District A and Comparison Group
B included Local School District B and Mayoral School District B. Comparison Group
A was comprised of 30 elementary schools from Local School District A, and 30
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elementary schools from Mayoral School District A. Included in Comparison Group B, a
smaller sample, were 15 elementary schools from Local School District B and 15
elementary schools from Mayoral School District B. In experimental studies, subjects
were randomly assigned to groups. This phenomenon was studied by observing
relationships as they existed in the context ofthe governance models of each city.
Therefore, this study was limited to school districts governed by local control and school
districts governed by mayoral control as they occurred in the natural setting. However, to
control for any biases and to stregthen generalizability, random sampling of the
participant schools was conducted and demographic variables shown to impact student
achievement were also collected and analyzed. These variables included socioeconomic
status as measured by the percentage of students who received free and reduced lunch in
schools and teacher quality as measured by the percentage of teachers with earned
advanced degrees (above and beyond the master's degree) in each school.
To analyze the data ofthis ex postfacto study, the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS) version 19 was used. The statistical methods applied were descriptive
statistics, Pearson's Correlation Coefficient, and the /-Test for Independent Samples. The
procedures were tested at the (0.05) significance level. This chapter outlines the results
of the data of the sample populations as well as the results of the bivariate analysis of
each corresponding research question in addition to the correlation analysis.
Descriptive Statistics
To determine the efficacy of governance models on student achievement,
examined were 90 schools and nearly 45,000 students. Comparison Group A comprised
60
of 60 schools had an average school enrollment of 522 students. In the 30 schools that
consisted of Comparison Group B, the average total enrollment was 442, which is
indicative ofthe results of overall school enrollment as shown in Tables 1 and 2. Of
Comparison Group A, a majority, 66.7% ofthe schools enrolled between 300 and 600
students, while 90% of Comparison Group B schools enrolled students in the same range.
Table 1




































Control Group B - School Enrollment

























In this comparison study, Tables 3 - 8 show the student achievement data for
schools governed by local school board and mayoral control in Control Group A. In
Control Group A, the percent of schools governed by local school board control that met
the criteria for reading was 27% higher than schools governed by mayoral control as
shown in Tables 3 and 4. In math (Tables 5 and 6), the schools under local school board
control were 20% higher than in mayoral control. Overall, the AYP statuses of schools
under local school board control were 17% higher than schools under mayoral control
(Tables 7 and 8).
Table 3

















































Control Group A: Student Achievement Math (Local Control)
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid DNM 3 10.0 11.1 11.1
Meets 24 80.0 88.9 100.0
Total 27 90.0 100.0
Missing 9 3 10.0
Total 30 100.0
Table 6






































































When compared, schools in Control Group B revealed different findings. In
reading, schools governed by mayoral control demonstrated higher achievement rates,
7%, than schools governed by local school board control (Tables 9 and 10)
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Table 9







































Tables 11 and 12 revealed the mathematical skills of students in districts governed
by local school board control are slightly higher, 7%, than students in school districts
governed by mayoral control. Finally, Tables 13 and 14 illustrate that overall school
achievement status, AYP, was 13% higher in schools governed by mayoral control than
in schools governed by local school board control.
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In Comparison Group B schools, the data varied which could lead to mixed
conclusions. Again, while descriptive data can be meaningful information, caution must
be given when solely making conclusions on based on descriptive data. More statistical
analysis could be conducted to analyze the differences between the two governance
models.
Results of Bivariate Analyses
In this study, the problem of improving student achievement began and ended
with the leadership in control of and making decisions about the operations of large-city
and urban schools. Conflicts from varying institutional and individual levels ofthe
community brought the problem to life. Student achievement is critical to large-city
metropolitan populations, individuals, communities, and institutions. Communities eager
to improve student achievement have considered changes in the structure of governance
models of school districts. Consequently, it was expected that if the governance structure
changed, the resulting effect would be improved student achievement. This study
questioned and tested this construct. To improve student achievement, conceptually,
governance models differed in the operations and decisions pertaining to the fiscal inputs
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that impact student achievement. The development of the research questions for this
study was based from the operational management and fiscal decisions made by school
leadership and often used toward improving student achievement. The bivariate analysis
ofthe data provided the results to those research questions generated to test the
differences between the governance models of local and mayoral control.
RQ1: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed and
mayoral governed school achievement?
In this study, student achievement was measured by school achievement in
reading (rdg), Math (math), and AYP (AYP) status. As shown in Table 15, the t-test for
independent samples, the findings between governance models, and student achievement
(rdg) were not found to be significant (t=-1.813, df=85, p>0.05), indicating there was not
a significant difference between governance models and student achievement in reading.
Table 16 revealed that the use ofthe t-test for independent samples, the findings
between governance models and student achievement (math) were not found to be
significant (t=-1.900, df=84.9 or rounded to 85, p>0.05). Here, as was with reading, the
indication remained there was indeed no significant difference between governance
models and student achievement in math.
Using the t-test for independent samples, the findings between governance models
and student achievement (AYP) were not found to be significant (t=-.9O4, df=85,
p>0.05). The indication here revealed there was indeed no significant difference between
governance models and student achievement in AYP (see Table 17).
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that there was no significant difference between the achievement of students in school
districts governed by local school board control and mayoral control. The interpretation
of these analyses could favor school districts considering a change of governance models
as well as those considering remaining with the current governance model. On the basis
of improving student achievement, school districts considering a change in school
governance models may consider alternative reasons for a change of governance models.
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RQ2: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed
budget expenditures on instruction and mayoral governed budget
expenditures on instruction and student achievement?
Presented in the t-test for independent samples, the findings between budget
expenditures on instruction and governance models on student achievement were
unfounded. Data on budget expenditures on instruction for the schools in the local and
mayoral school districts selected in this study were reported at the state level rather than
the local level. Therefore, the difference between budget expenditures on instruction and
student achievement of each governance model could not be determined in this study.
RQ3: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed per
pupil spending and mayoral governed per pupil spending and student
achievement?
Presented in the t-test for independent samples, the analysis between per pupil
spending and governance models on student achievement shown in Table 18, were found
to be significant (t=7.442, df=78.9, p<0.05), indicating there was a difference between
per pupil spending and governance models on student achievement. The difference, as
shown in the group statistics of Table 18, revealed that schools governed by mayoral








Governance Model N Mean Deviation Mean
Per Pupil Expenditure Mayoral Control 45 15361.9333 1786.09464 266.25527
Local Control 45 11915.8222 2541.23882 378.82552
T-Test
Levene's Test for
Equality of 95% Confidence Interval of
Variances T-Iest for Equality ofMeans the Difference
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
PerPupil Equal 22.830 .000 7.442 88 .000 3446.11111 463.03417 2525.92800 4366.29422
Expenditure variances
assumed




RQ4: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed pupil-
teacher ratios and mayoral governed pupil-teacher ratios and student
achievement?
Presented in the Mest for independent samples, the analysis between pupil teacher
ratio and governance models on student achievement were found not to be significant
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(t=.641, df=88, p>0.05). This indicates there was indeed no difference between
governance models and pupil teacher ratio on student achievement (see Table 19).
Table 19























































RQ5: Was there a statistically significant difference between local governed
funding revenues and mayoral governed funding revenues and student
achievement?
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Presented by the Mest for independent samples, the analysis between
expenditures on instruction and governance models on student achievement were
unfounded. Funding revenues for the schools in local and mayoral school districts
selected in this study were reported at the state level rather than at the local level.
Therefore, the difference between funding revenues and student achievement of each
governance model could not be determined in this study.
Results of Correlation Analyses
In this study, demographic variables shown to impact student achievement such as
socioeconomic status, percent of free and reduced lunch, and teacher quality, percent of
teachers in schools with advanced degrees, were also examined. These variables were
analyzed using Pearson's Correlation Coefficient. As shown in Table 20, in schools
governed by local control, a significant inverse finding was noted in reading and SES
r (42) = -.461, p = 0.002. This same finding was indicated in schools governed by
mayoral control in reading and SES r (45) = -.382, p = 0.01 (Table 21), as was in overall
student achievement in reading and SES r (87) = -.439, p = 0 (Table 22). These common
findings indicated a significant correlation between achievement in reading and
socioeconomic status. Further, the inverse relationship suggested schools governed by
local school board and mayoral control with higher percentages of students with free and
reduced lunch were associated with lower student achievement in reading.
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Table 20
Correlations: Achievement with SESfor Local Control Schools
Student Student Student Percent Free Percent









































































































**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 21



















































































































**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 22



















































































































**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
This finding arose from the scale used to denote each school's socioeconomic
status score. This score was based on the percentage of students at the school on
free/reduced lunch and measured on a scale of 1-5 as indicated in Table 23. The SES










High percentages of students on Free/Reduced Lunch resulted in higher SES scale scores.
The inverse correlation was translated to mean the higher the SES score, the lower the
achievement score. Hence, it can be inferred that schools with high percentages of
students on Free/Reduced Lunch were associated with lower achievement scores in
reading.
When compared in math (Table 20), the analysis for schools governed by local
school board control revealed significant inverse findings in socioeconomic status, r (42)
= -.393, p = 0.01, indicating a significant relationship between achievement in math and
socioeconomic status. In addition, there was a greater chance that schools in this study
governed by local school board control with high percentages of students on free and
reduced lunch were associated with lower achievement in math. In schools governed by
mayoral control (Table 21), r (45) = -.268, p = 0.075 while not statistically significant, an
inverse finding was noted, indicating a higher percentage of students with free and
reduced lunch were associated with lower achievement in math. Overall, Table 22
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revealed a significant inverse finding, r (87) = -.353, p = 0.001 which indicated a
significant relationship between achievement in math and socioeconomic status in
schools among all schools in this study. Further, the inverse relationship in each area
suggested schools with higher percentages of students with free and reduced lunch were
associated with lower student achievement in math.
In overall student achievement, as indicated by AYP status, of schools governed
by local control (Table 20) revealed a significant inverse finding, r (42) = -.434, p =
0.004 which indicated a significant relationship between the school status ofAYP and
socioeconomic status. The inverse finding in this relationship suggested that schools that
met AYP were associated with lower percentages of students with free and reduced
lunch, hi schools governed by mayoral control (Table 21), showed a significant inverse
finding, r (45) = -.468, p = 0.001 which suggested that schools that met AYP status were
associated with lower percentages of students with free and reduced lunch. When
correlated altogether, the results of all schools in this study, as shown in Table 22,
revealed the same significant inverse finding, r (87) = -.446, p = 0.000 which again
suggested that schools with low percentages of students with free and reduced lunches
were associated with schools that met AYP status.
In terms of teacher quality (TQ), the results ofthe analysis were mixed. As
shown in Table 20, schools governed by local school board control, a significant finding
was noted in reading and TQ, r (42) = .497, p = 0.001. In this instance, the positive
relationship meant a higher percentage of teachers with advanced degrees were
associated with higher achievement in reading. This finding arose from the scale used to
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denote each school's teacher quality measure. This measure was based on the percentage
ofteachers with earned advanced degrees and measured on a scale of 1-5 as indicated in
Table 24. As the table shows, the TQ measure indicated the percentage ofteachers in the
school with advanced degrees. High percentages of teachers with advanced degrees
resulted in higher TQ measures. The positive correlation meant, the higher the TQ
measure, the higher the achievement score. Hence, it can be inferred that schools with
high percentages ofteachers with advanced degrees were associated with higher
achievement scores.
Table 24
Measure ofSchool Teacher Quality






Under schools governed by mayoral control, Table 21 revealed an inverse finding
in reading and TQ, r (45) = -.063, p = .683; however, that finding was not significant.
Here, the interpretation suggested that schools with a higher percentage of teachers with
advanced degrees were associated with lower achievement in reading. The overall results
in reading, Table 22, yielded r (87) = .0181, p = 0.094 suggested there was no significant
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or inverse correlation between achievement in reading and teacher quality as well as the
interpretation that schools with a higher percentage of teachers with earned advanced
degrees were associated with higher achievement in reading.
In the analysis of the data of schools under local school board control and
between math achievement and teacher quality, Table 20 revealed r (42) = .501, p =
0.001, which suggested in schools governed locally, the correlation was significant and
the positive relationship was indicative ofthe notion that schools with higher percentages
ofteachers with earned advanced degrees were associated with higher achievement in
math.
Shown in Table 21 and important to note were schools under mayoral control
which yielded r (45) = -0.180, p = 0.236 which suggested the correlation between
achievement in math and teacher quality was not significant, however, in this instance,
the negative relationship suggests a higher percentage ofteachers with earned advanced
degrees were associated with lower achievement in math. In Table 22, the overall results
in math yielded r (87) = .0103, p = 0.345 which suggested there was no significant
correlation between achievement in math and teacher quality and the positive relationship
suggested a higher percentage of teachers with advanced degrees were associated with
higher achievement hi math.
In overall student achievement, as indicated by AYP status, of schools governed
by local school board control, Table 20 revealed a significant finding, r (42) = .401, p =
0.008 indicating a significant relationship between the school status ofAYP and teacher
quality. This relationship suggested that schools with high percentages of teachers with
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advanced degrees were associated with schools that met AYP status. In schools governed
by mayoral control, Table 21 indicated that schools with high percentages ofteachers
with advanced degrees are associated with schools that met AYP status, r (45) = .047, p =
.758. When correlated altogether, the results of all schools in this study, as shown in
Table 22, revealed the same findings, r (87) = .203, p = .060 which again suggested that
schools with high percentages ofteachers with earned advanced degrees were associated
with schools that met AYP status.
Summary
This chapter presented the results ofthe analysis to determine the efficacy the
school governance models of local school board and mayoral control had on student
achievement. The analysis of the governance models provided a major finding ofthis
study—a significant difference in reading, math, and AYP status between schools
governed by local school board control than schools governed by mayoral control was
not found. Further analysis revealed significant findings in per pupil spending (t=7.442,
df=78.9, p<0.05). While the governance models of local school board and mayoral
control indicated no significant difference in this study, it is important to note when
socioeconomic status was analyzed in each comparison group and among each area of
achievement, reading, math, and AYP status, some findings were significant and
suggested more work ahead. Based on this study, regardless ofthe leadership in control
of the operational management and finances of schools, of most concern was how
leadership allocated fiscal resources that directly impacted student achievement which
impacted the command socioeconomic status had on student achievement. Leadership in
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the area of operational management proved to be critical in improving student
achievement among the schools in this study.
CHAPTER VI
FINDINGS, IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL LEADERS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
Encompassed in the problem of improving student achievement was the
determination ofthe leadership in control of and making decisions with regards to the
operations and management of large-city and urban schools. As stated in Chapter I of
this study and three decades ago, the final recommendation of the National Commission
on Excellence in Education rested on leadership, which placed student achievement in the
hands ofthose in leadership capacities to champion change outside the classroom where
decisions about operational management and financing of schools mattered, hi the wake
of stagnating student achievement coupled with pleas for change at varying levels, cities
have contended with the construct of school governance ofpublic schools—who should
govern schools. This quantitative study investigated the influence school governance
models had on student achievement and if extensive enough, whether the influence was
positive or adverse. The differences between 90 local and mayoral governed elementary
schools were compared to determine which governance model had the greatest impact on
student achievement. This study also examined factors that had been found to compete




The elementary schools in this ex postfacto study were randomly selected and
placed in comparison groups which consisted of schools governed by local school board
control and schools governed by mayoral control. In each ofthe elementary schools, data
from existing datasets, school district, and state Department of Education websites were
collected in areas that represented the dependent variable or measurable outcome of
student achievement in reading, math, and AYP status, as well as the independent
variables—inputs ofbudget expenditures on instruction, per pupil spending, pupil teacher
ratios, and educational funding during the 2010-2011 school year. Provided in this
chapter is a detailed summary of the findings, implications for educational leaders, and
recommendations.
Summary of Findings
In the comparison of governance models to determine the efficacy on student
achievement, the major finding ofthis study revealed there was no significant difference
in the achievement of students between schools governed by local school board control
than schools governed by mayoral control. Demographically, in Comparison Group A,
schools under local school board control performed better in reading, math, and overall
AYP status than schools under mayoral control. In Comparison Group B, excluding the
math performance, schools under mayoral control achieved slightly higher results than
schools governed by local school board control. Further analysis revealed significant
findings in per pupil spending (t=7.442, do =78.9, p<0.05) in that schools governed by
mayoral control spent an average $3,446 more per pupil than schools governed by local
school board control. Correlation analysis between reading achievement and SES of
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schools governed by local school board control, r (42) = -.461, p = 0.002 revealed a
significant inverse relationship. Similar significant inverse relationships were also found
between reading achievement and SES of schools governed by mayoral control, r (45) =
-.382, p = 0.01, and between AYP status and SES of all schools, r (87) = -.439, p = 0. In
math achievement and SES of schools governed by local school board control, r (42) =
-.393, p = 0.01 as well as math achievement and AYP status among all schools, r (87) =
-.353, p = 0.001, significant inverse relationships were found. Significant findings were
revealed between reading achievement and teacher quality in schools governed by local
school board control, r (42) = .497, p = .001, between math achievement and teacher
quality in schools governed by local school board control, r (42) = .501, p = .001, and
between schools that achieved AYP status and teacher quality in schools governed by
local school board control, r (42) = .401, p = .008. A description of these specific
findings follows.
Principal Findings
RQ1: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed and
mayoral governed school achievement?
The major finding in this study determined a statistically significant difference
was not found in student achievement among the elementary schools of local and
mayoral governed school districts. This study revealed that in reading and math
achievement along with AYP status, elementary schools governed by local school board
control were no different academically than elementary schools governed by mayoral
control.
87
RQ2: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed budget
expenditures on instruction and mayoral governed budget expenditures on
instruction and student achievement?
The finding in this study was unfounded. This study sought to determine the
difference between local school board and mayoral governed budget expenditures on
instruction for the individual schools in this study. The results were inconclusive as the
data for individual local school budget expenditures on instruction was not available on
local, state, or national websites or databases.
RQ3: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed per
pupil spending and mayoral governed per pupil spending and student
achievement?
The finding in this study resulted in a statistically significant difference in per
pupil spending between local school board and mayoral governance models. There was a
significant difference in per pupil spending between local school board and mayoral
governance models with mayoral control. The difference was noted in that schools
governed by mayoral control spend an average of $3,446 more than schools governed by
local school board control.
RQ4: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed pupil-
teacher ratios and mayoral governed pupil-teacher ratios and student
achievement?
The finding in this study determined a statistically significant difference was not
found in pupil teacher ratios between local school board and mayoral governed school
districts. However, it was noted that the average student to teacher ratio in the schools in
this study was 15 students to 1 teacher for both governance models.
RQ5: Is there a statistically significant difference between local governed
funding revenues and mayoral governed funding revenues and student
achievement?
The finding in this study was unfounded. This study sought to determine the
difference between local school board and mayoral governed educational funding in
terms ofrevenues provided to each individual school. The results were inconclusive as
the data for individual local school information was not available on local, state, or
national websites or databases.
Principal Demographic Findings
In elementary schools governed by local school board and mayoral control, the
correlation between achievement in reading and socioeconomic status resulted in a
significant inverse relationship. This indicated there was a greater chance that schools
governed by local school board and mayoral control with high percentages of students on
free and reduced lunch were associated with lower achievement in reading.
Of the elementary schools governed by local school board control, the correlation
between achievement in math and socioeconomic status resulted in a significant inverse
relationship which indicated a higher percentage of students with free and reduced lunch
were associated with lower achievement in math. Further, the correlation between AYP
status and socioeconomic status yielded a significant inverse relationship which indicated
the higher the percentages of students on free and reduced lunch were associated with
89
schools that did not meet AYP status. Conversely, schools with lower percentages of
students receiving free and reduced lunches were associated with schools that met AYP
status.
In elementary schools governed by mayoral control, the correlation between AYP
status and socioeconomic status resulted in a significant inverse relationship which
indicated that schools with higher percentages of students with free and reduced lunches
were associated with schools that did not meet AYP status. Conversely, schools that met
AYP status were associated with lower percentages of students with free and reduced
lunch.
In all sample schools, the correlation between reading and socioeconomic status
resulted in a significant inverse relationship which indicated that all schools in the sample
with high percentages of students receiving free and reduced lunches were associated
with low reading achievement. Additionally, the correlation between math and
socioeconomic status resulted in a significant inverse relationship which indicated that all
schools with high percentages of students receiving free and reduced lunch were
associated with low achievement in math.
In all sample schools, the correlation between AYP status and socioeconomic
status resulted in a significant inverse relationship which indicated that all schools with
high percentages of students receiving free and reduced lunch were associated with
schools that did not meet AYP status. In elementary schools governed by local school
board control, the correlation between teacher quality and reading achievement resulted
in a significant relationship. In this instance, the positive relationship suggested a higher
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percentage ofteachers with advanced degrees were associated with higher achievement
in reading. The correlation between teacher quality and math achievement resulted in a
significant positive relationship which suggested a statistically significant finding in a
positive direction, which indicated schools with higher percentages ofteachers with
advanced degrees were associated with higher achievement in math.
In schools governed by local school board control, the correlation between teacher
quality and AYP status resulted in a significant positive relationship. In this instance, the
positive direction suggested a higher percentage of teachers with advanced degrees were
associated with schools that met AYP.
Noteworthy Findings
In elementary schools governed by mayoral control, the correlation between
teacher quality and reading achievement resulted in an inverse trend that was not
statistically significant; however, this finding was important to note and suggested
schools in this study with higher percentages ofteachers with advanced degrees were
associated with schools that demonstrated low achievement in reading.
As with reading achievement, in schools governed by mayoral control, the
correlation between teacher quality and math achievement resulted in an inverse
relationship that was not significant, but noteworthy because in this instance, the negative
direction suggested a higher percentage of teachers with advanced degrees were
associated with lower achievement in math.
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Theoretical Framework
Guiding the focus ofthis study was Getzels and Guba's (1957) Social Systems
Model. This study compared the inputs from school districts governed by local school
board and mayoral control, representing the institutional norms and values and based on
the recommendations from the National Commission on Educational Excellence in the
areas of accountability in leadership and fiscal decision-making. It was expected that the
differences in operational management and fiscal inputs of each governance model would
result in statistically significant findings. However, schools governed by neither local
school board nor mayoral control escaped the pressures ofthe socioeconomic status
characterized by the percentage of students in individual schools on free and reduced
lunch. This barrier, as was represented by group pressures, rose up from the individual
and community values level and appeared to have stifled the ability of either governance
model to impact individual schools to move past the expectations, intentions, and needs
of a community to improved student achievement for disadvantaged students. Regardless
of the leadership in control of the operational management and finances of schools, the
concern was now two-fold: how leadership operated and allocated fiscal resources aimed
directly at the impact of student achievement and how educational leaders responded the
command socioeconomic status had on student achievement.
Implications for Educational Leaders
The primary goal of state level, district level, and building level educational
leaders is focused on increased student achievement. Improving student achievement,
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however, continues to be an uphill battle for students in large metropolitan school
districts.
• This study found no significant difference in student achievement among the
governance models of local school board control and mayoral control.
Therefore, it was inferred that the governance models in this study do not
guarantee student achievement. Based on this study, the efficacy of
governance models on student achievement was not found and student
achievement was similar in both local school board and mayoral controlled
governance models. Educational leaders considering a change in governance
models can focus on matters central to the issue of improved student
achievement, teacher quality and reducing the effect socioeconomic status had
on student achievement. These factors were found to be principal elements in
the achievement among schools in this study. Based on this study, it was
concluded that socioeconomic status as represented by the percentage of
students on free/reduced lunch and teacher quality as represented by the
percentage ofteachers in a school with earned advanced degrees were prevalent
factors dominant ofthe governance model.
• This study also revealed schools governed by mayoral control spent more per
pupil, an average of $3,446, than schools governed by local school board
control. It can be implied that if more is spent, student achievement would
increase. However, in this study, those individual school districts that spent
less, achieved more. While schools governed under mayoral control allotted
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more in fiscal resources per pupil, it can also be inferred that resources spent do
not equate to demonstrated higher academic performance.
• Based on the correlational analysis ofthis study, found was a trend that reading
achievement, math achievement, and AYP status in schools governed by local
school board and mayoral control were significantly impacted by
socioeconomic status. Thus, it can be concluded that neither governance model
was able to overcome the pressure to achieve placed on schools in metropolitan
cities for students below the poverty level. For educational leaders with large
percentages of students eligible for free and reduced lunch, the implication
based on this study remained that irrespective the governance model, if a
student attended a school with a high percentage of students on free and
reduced lunch, then s/he may be associated with low achievement in reading,
math, and the overall achievement success of the school.
• Based on this study, teacher quality was shown to positively impact reading
achievement, math achievement, and AYP status in schools governed by local
school board control. For educational leaders, the implication persisted
throughout the study that schools with high percentages of teachers with
advanced degrees were associated with student achievement in the areas of
reading, math, and overall school success.
• In schools governed by mayoral control, however, regardless of the percentages
ofteachers with advanced degrees, student achievement in reading and math
remained low. While schools governed by mayoral control have been found to
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spend more per pupil, combined with other findings from this study, the
implication for educational leaders was that some teachers with advanced
degrees negatively impact student achievement.
Limitations of the Study
The limitations of this study included examining a phenomenon within its current
setting as was the limited time to conduct the study. This study was also limited to
elementary schools in school districts governed by local school board control and school
districts governed by mayoral control as they exist in context. The study covered one
school year ONLY; therefore, there was no opportunity to compare data over a minimum
ofthree years. During the course of this study an indication ofhow long the identified
school districts had been operating in the current governance model was not made.
Therefore, findings from the study may not be generalized to sites beyond the specific
sites ofthe research.
Discussion and Recommendations
Why change? Based on this study, the efficacy of governance models of local
school board and mayoral control had no significant relation on student achievement
among elementary schools. Among cities such as Milwaukee, Birmingham, and many
others, in the consideration of whether or not to alter the existing governance model these
results invite deeper conversations around matters central to improving student
achievement. Further shown in this study was the finding that reading achievement, math
achievement, and AYP status in schools governed by local school board and mayoral
control are significantly impacted by socioeconomic status. Therefore, it was concluded
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that neither governance model has been able to overcome the pressure placed on schools
in metropolitan cities by students below the poverty level. Presented and central to
debate and action are the following recommendations for educational leaders, policy
makers, and additional research.
For P-12 Educational Leaders
Based on the results of this study, it is recommended for those in district and
building level educational leadership capacities in school districts considering a change
from the current governance model the following:
• It was concluded that a change in governance models did not guarantee
increased student achievement; however, student achievement is the primary
goal of those in district and building level educational leadership capacities.
Therefore, it is recommended that educational leaders in schools and districts in
the wake of such decisions use their knowledge and skills as outlined by the
National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2011. The knowledge
and skills include those of collecting and using data to identify goals, assess
organizational effectiveness, implement, and evaluate strategic plans in order to
conduct and promote continual improvement within school districts, and if
need be, revise those plans (National Policy Board for Educational
Administration, 2011). Educational leaders may conduct a needs assessment to
inform decision making in order to determine if change in the governance
model aligns with the organizational plans for improved student achievement.
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• Action research at the building level would aide in informed decisions and
discourse on the operations and management of local schools. Included in the
action research should be the main determining factors of this study,
socioeconomic status and teacher quality. Educational leaders at the district
and building level can plan for increased student achievement by effectively
using instructional and human resources. It is recommended that educational
leaders at the district and building level understand fundamental research about
socioeconomic status and teacher quality and know how to effectively use this
information to develop plans and budgets aligned to meet the organizational
goals of improved student achievement.
• Revenues ofthe school districts in this study were in the millions, even billions
of dollars to carry out the operations that lead to improved student
achievement. Central to the debate of whether or not to change governance
models is the ability ofthose in leadership capacities of either governance
model to allocate funds that lead to improved student achievement. This study
found that schools governed by mayoral control spent more per pupil, an
average of $3,446, than schools governed by local school board control, which
interpreted could be implied that if more is spent, student achievement would
increase. However, coupled with other findings in this study, the conclusion
that the resources spent did not equate to demonstrated higher academic
performance. In fact, in this study, those individual school districts that spent
less, achieved more. It is recommended that district and building level leaders
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support high quality instruction by analyzing district and local school budgets
based on student achievement data.
• As stated earlier, schools in this study with high percentages of students on free
and reduced lunch were associated with low achievement in reading, math, and
the overall success ofthe school. Stifled by the obstacle presented by this
phenomenon, and to plan for improved student achievement among this
population of students, it is recommended that educational leaders at the district
and building level know and advocate for "the effect that poverty,
disadvantages, and lack of resources have on families, caregivers, communities,
students, and learning" (National Policy Board for Educational Administration,
2011, p. 24). Deeper conversation and consideration made for the most
vulnerable of our cities. An inventory ofthe demographics ofthe school
districts of both comparison groups revealed the majority of the districts, as
with many districts considering a change in school governance, were
predominately African American. District and building level educational
leaders must know the effects poverty and lack of resources plays in the local
community and be prepared to advocate for the needs of students and families
in the local community; as well as for "district policies and procedures that
promote equitable learning opportunities for student success" (National Policy
Board for Educational Administration, 2011, p. 24).
Teacher quality was shown to positively impact reading achievement, math
achievement, and AYP status in schools governed by local school board
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control. The implication persisted throughout this study that schools with high
percentages of teachers with advanced degrees were associated with student
achievement in the areas ofreading, math, and overall school success. It is
recommended that educational leaders at the district and building level
understand the impact quality teachers bring toward the goal of improved
student achievement. School leaders ofthe 21st century, in control of and
making decisions about school operations, with the expressed outcome of
advancing student achievement should consider fiscal decisions such as per
pupil spending and teacher quality in the decision-making process and budget
planning process. Attracting quality teachers to low performing schools has
and continues to be an issue. It is recommended that educational leaders at the
district level consider incentives to help attract and sustain a teachers and
administrators with advanced degrees to areas of immediate instructional need.
Allocating a portion ofthe budget expenditures on instruction and per pupil
spending funding toward ideas such as differentiated salary structures should
be considered. Quality teachers make a difference in the lives of students.
Teachers who inspire, know content, and can deliver content conducive for
student acquisition, directly impact student achievement. Building level leaders
responsible for hiring staff should be fully aware of the impact quality teachers
bring to every classroom. When recommending staff to be hired, building level
leaders should review transcripts for advanced degrees, courses that match
content areas, as well as final grades ofperspective teachers.
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• Communication for understanding about the effect socioeconomic status and
teacher quality have on student achievement can be made available by
educational leaders to the local community. It is recommended that
educational leaders at the district and building level be visible in the
community where conversations with the local community can be held and data
shared in churches and community centers about the impact student
achievement has on the life of large-city and urban municipalities and how that
impact is thwarted by poverty. It is recommended that conversations be held
and information be shared by educational leaders to parents and students at the
local level in Parent Teacher Association/Organization (PTA/O) meetings and
community meetings, town hall meetings, neighborhood association meetings
to make sure residents have access to information pertinent to the livelihood of
the community.
• In order for district and building level educational leaders to "anticipate
emerging trends and initiatives" (National Policy Board for Educational
Administration, 2011, p. 23) to plan strategically, it is also recommended that
educational leaders review census data to determine the largest pockets of
poverty and plan for increased budget expenditures on instruction and per pupil
spending by infusing those schools with human and fiscal resources directly
aimed at improving student achievement in content subjects of reading, math,
science, social science, and technology; providing administrators and teachers
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with advanced degrees; as well as extending the school day to provide
meaningful opportunities for students beyond the classroom.
For Policy Makers
While developing solutions to problems, leaders make recommendations for
action based on data, best practices of theories, models, and authors with proven results.
With a vested interest in not only student achievement, but the overall achievement ofthe
immediate local community, the development of strategic plans and goals for those plans
are discussed with stakeholders such as the local political legislators, the chamber of
commerce, businesses, churches, policy makers, city managers, community organizers,
and individual members ofthe community, participants at both the individual and
institutional levels as represented by Getzels and Guba's Social System's Model.
• Based on the findings of this study and Getzels and Guba's (1957) Social
Systems Model, leaders strategically planning for change among large-city
urban and impoverished municipalities must reexamine the institutional,
climate/culture, and individual inputs aimed at overcoming the barriers
presented by the socioeconomic status. What might appear as the lack of
student achievement in large city and urban schools may be masked by the
status of a community to move out the poverty threshold. Pressuring and
stagnating student achievement in large-city and urban school districts around
the country are high percentages of students in areas of high poverty. Policy
makers should consider school and business zones, housing and business
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development, and local employment as options that must be at the forefront of
those in leadership capacities making decisions about metropolitan city life.
• Communities should be able to rely on the ability ofthose in educational
leadership capacities to strategically plan for the percent of students below the
poverty threshold, directly impacting the percentages of students receiving free
and reduced lunches.
• In a catch-22, businesses are attracted by schools that achieve and cities with
low achieving schools drive businesses away, therefore, cities are perpetually
stagnated by the effects of low achieving schools. Policy makers could,
consider incentives for businesses relocating to large metropolitan cities
particularly those in academic distress with training and employment directly
focused on impacting and increasing the ability of citizens to move beyond
their current level of poverty.
For Additional Research
Continued research in this area should include:
• Studies that take the necessary time to compare operational management and
fiscal resource trends over a minimum of three years including the
implementation time for each governance model.
• Qualitative studies are necessary to gain a perspective and voice ofthe local
schools and community.
• When considering a change of governance models, the exploration of
competing governance models of charter schools, private schools, and
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school/educational management organizations should also be added to the
conversation.
Additional research appears to be necessary to determine how the funds were
spent at the local level. Researchers may consider requesting local school
budget expenditures on instruction from the local district as a compilation of
local school finance data is presented at the state level.
The average pupil teacher ratio for the 90 schools in this study was 15:1.
Additional qualitative research may add insight policy makers should consider
when making decisions about class sizes. Teachers are expected to use best
instructional practices in classrooms with large numbers of diverse students.
Further study should be conducted to determine the type of advanced degree,
where the advanced degrees are from, grade point averages, class descriptions,
to determine what is it that makes one teacher with an advanced degree more
effective than another teacher with an advanced degree.
While quality teachers, those with advanced degrees, have been found to
impact student achievement, this is not always so. An unexpected finding
emerged in this study. Irrespective of the percentages of teachers with
advanced degrees in schools governed by mayoral control, student achievement
in reading and math remained low. Additional research to determine why
teachers with advanced degrees have little to no impact on student achievement
in schools with the most vulnerable students can be conducted.
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• The focus of this study was at the elementary level where consistent
achievement data were available. In future studies, it is recommended to
extend past elementary schools into middle and high schools even investigating
the impact school governance models have on higher education.
• Next, and in conjunction with the 13 indicators of risk presented some three
decades ago by the National Commission on Educational Excellence, a
comparison of each indicator to socioeconomic status would open up the
conversation and provide a glimpse into the trends that have been followed and
to chart a course for future action.
• Finally, school leaders make many decisions. Additional qualitative research
to find out the decision-making processes educational leaders in each
governance model practice may expand this and previous studies to explain the
differences in operational management and funding allocations such as per
pupil spending.
Summary
This study examined the responsibility of leaders in charge of and making
decisions about the operations and fiscal responsibility of schools. The results ofthis
study revealed that regardless ofthe governance model, socioeconomic status remained a
hindrance to improving student achievement in metropolitan cities with large numbers of
students below the poverty level. However, counteracting this constraint were dynamic
teachers with advanced degrees. The results of this study have meaning for cities like
Milwaukee, Birmingham, and many others in the determination of whether or not to alter
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the existing governance model. Decisions district and building level educational leaders
make regarding the operation and financing of schools in metropolitan areas have far
reaching implications. As this country continues to wrestle with what it believes should
be done for those with the least, leaders in cities considering a change of school
governance models have an opportunity to interject into the conscience ofthis nation a
dialogue about the response to the threat socioeconomic status continues to hold in many
metropolitan cities across America, stagnating and impeding growth in cities, in schools,
and individually. In large-city, metropolitan, or urban cities considering whether or not
to change governance models to improve student achievement, at the heart ofthis matter





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































List 1 - Council of Great City Schools
Member Districts
The following are the member districts of the Council ofthe Great City Schools. Click on




•Austin Independent School District




•Broward Countv Public Schools
•Buffalo Public Schools
•Charleston Countv School District
•Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools
•Chicago Public Schools -
•Cincinnati Public Schools
•Clark Countv School District
•Cleveland Metropolitan School District
•Columbus Citv Schools
•Dallas Independent School District
•Davton Public Schools
•Denver Public Schools
•Des Moines Public Schools
•Detroit Public Schools
•District of Columbia Public Schools
•Duval Countv Public Schools
•East Baton Rouge Parish School System
•Fort Worth Independent School District
•Fresno Unified School District
•Guilford Countv Schools
•Hillsborouoh Countv School District
•Houston Independent School District
•Indianapolis Public Schools
•Jackson Public School District
•Jefferson Countv Public Schools
•Kansas Citv Public Schools
•Little Rock School District
•Long Beach Unified School District
•Los Angeles Unified School District
•Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools
•Miami-Dade Countv Public Schools
•Milwaukee Public Schools
•Minneapolis Public Schools
•New Orleans Public Schools
•New York Citv Department of Education
•Newark Public Schools
•Norfolk Public Schools
•Oakland Unified School District
•Oklahoma Citv Public Schools
•Omaha Public Schools
•Orange Countv Public Schools
•The School District of Palm Beach Countv
• The School District of Philadelphia
•Pittsburgh Public Schools
•Portland Public Schools
• Providence Public School District
•Richmond Public Schools
•Rochester Citv School District
•Sacramento Citv Unified School District
•San Dieoo Unified School District
•San Francisco Unified School District
•Santa Ana Unified School District
•Seattle Public Schools
•Shelby Countv Schools)
•St. Louis Public Schools
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